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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Introduction

In May 2007, the Washington Legislature passed t8eBifl (SB) 5841, which enacted
recommendations advancedWashington Learnsoncerning education in the early
primary grades. SB 5841 provided funds for thre® Remonstration Projects at
elementary schools within the Yakima, Highline, &pbkane districts. The schools
selected by their districts to implement demongtraprojects were Barge-Lincoln
(Yakima), Bemiss (Spokane), and White Center Hei¢gBeattle).

Each project school received a grant of $500,00Q@807-2008, the first year of the two-
year project. SB 5841 required the project schtwlacorporate the following structural
components into their K-3 programs:

» All-day kindergarten

» Small class sizes at a ratio of one teacher tdudests

* A half-time instructional coach

» Professional development related to the programiemented at the school

As a further condition of funding, SB 5841 requithd project schools to build the
following dimensions into their K-3 programs:

» Child-centered learning

» Personal exploration and discovery, hands-on eapegs, and opportunities for
children to work independently, in small groupsg amlarge groups

* Rich and varied subject matter that includes: megdiriting, mathematics,
science, social studies, a world language other Eraglish, the arts, and health
and physical education

» Opportunities for children to learn and feel acctamment, diligence,
creativity, and confidence

» Attention to children’s social and emotional deyatent

* Personalized assessment of students’ academic &dgevand skill
development, social and emotional skill developmeritical thinking and
decision-making skills, large and fine motor skifvelopment, and personal
interests, strengths, and goals

» Advancement to the upper elementary grades whehdafsundation is in place
and reading and mathematics primary skills have Ipegstered
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Evaluation Study

The Office of Superintendent of Public Instruct(@SPI) contracted with the Northwest
Regional Educational Laboratory (NWREL) to condaid¢tvo-year evaluation of the
demonstration projects. The general purposeseo¢vialuation were to identify the
salient program decisions, changes, and impacbtt@trred in the participating schools
and to address the following evaluation questigesisied in SB 5841.

To what degree do students thrive in the educdtemaronment?
To what degree do students progress in acadenuial sand emotional areas?
What program components have been most importasttittent success?

w0 DdPF

To what degree do members of the educational fet@fffaccomplished in their
work and satisfied with student progress?

5. In what ways can the program be scaled up and epé&n

The following table presents a timeline of saliadtivities related to the first-year K-3
Demonstration Project study. It is important teenthat the academic year was well
underway by the time funds were available to schodhe result was a need to focus on
necessary startup activities (e.g., hiring, andémenting structural components) rather
than program development during the early parhefyear.

K-3 Demonstration Project First-Year Timeline

Date Event

November 2006 Washington Learns Final Report recommends significant
changes to K-3 education.

May 2007 Governor Gregoire signs SB 5841, authorizing K-3
demonstration projects. SB 5841 to take effect on 7/22/07.

July 2007 Schools notified of eligibility to apply for funding.

August 2007 Schools notified that they would receive funding.

September 2007 Final approval of funding.

November 2007 NWREL visits to project schools.

May 2008 OSPI sponsors P-3 symposium in Seattle, attended by teams
from project schools and teams from other districts.

May 2008 NWREL visits to project schools.

November 2008 Interim Report of first-year progress.

The NWREL evaluation made use of both quantitagive qualitative methods. Data
collection included review of documents; survepseliviews, and focus groups with
parents, teachers, and school, district, and athtenistrators; and analysis of test
results. The essential features of the NWREL eatadn were as follows:
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* Project implementation was examined at each schotbi,focus on the alignment
of the implementation with the requirements andeetgtions identified in
SB 5841.

* NWREL staff members conducted observations usirega@arch-based
framework designed to shed light on teacher-stuthé@tactions in K-3
classrooms in the projects schools.

» Evaluation protocols identified areas of alignmieetween practices in the
demonstration projects and recommendations froniN#dtenal Association of
Education for Young Children and the National Asatien of Early Childhood
Specialists in state departments of education eamggcurriculum and
assessment in educational programs for young emildr

* The evaluation captured the viewpoints of multitigkeholders: principals,
teachers, parents, children, central office adnratisrs, state office
administrators, and legislators.

* A wide variety of evidence concerning the demonstingprojects was examined,
including test results; classroom observationsontsby teachers and
administrators; and opinions and attitudes of teesshadministrators, and parents.

* The evaluation described both academic and soethémotional outcomes for
students in the project schools.

First-Year Findings

» Structural components are in place at all schoolsThe structural components
required by Senate Bill 5841 (e.g., all day-kingetgn, 18:1 student—teacher
ratio, half-time instructional coach, and profegssicdevelopment) were in place
at the project schools.

» Initiating the demonstration projects required hiri ng staff members, forming
new classrooms, allocating specialist time, re-arraying schedules, and other
organizational and logistical adjustments at the poject schools.

* Schools are building collaborative relationships vih community early
childhood service providers The project schools have discussed ways of
building collaborative PK-3 systems with early dhibod providers in their
communities. In addition, some schools have forjpegd planning committees
with pre-K providers in their communities to disswigning their academic,
social, and emotional expectations, benchmarksaasdssments.

» Teachers have identified many ways that smaller ctses allow them to work
more effectively with their students. Teachers reported that smaller classes
allowed them to know their students better, gaeetimore one-on-one time with
students, and helped them keep closer track of stadent’s progress. Teachers
also felt that smaller classes gave them greagribility in choosing instructional
approaches best suited to the needs of individudests. The following
comments by teachers identify specific ways thalEnclasses helped them and
their students:
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They have more access to me for help. We alldsglrushed and they
know | will get to them more often. They have bexmore patient and
independent.

| have gotten to know my students so much morepansmnal level.
Classroom management has been easier. Trans#i@smoother and
| can spend more time individually assessing e&atiehit’'s work.
Report cards and formal assessments do not takeuak time to
complete. | can get back to parents quicker angehraore confidence
when talking to them about their child.

My students have formed a stronger community veith @ther. Small
groups are more focused and the students are ctablerwith each
other. The students have a lot more opportunishtare out ideas and
be heard.

» Observations by NWREL staff members support teaches’ reports of the
benefits of smaller classesNWREL staff members observed that classroom
activities flowed smoothly, children were on-tatdgchers were able to direct
attention to children who needed extra help, aadhers shifted instructional
arrangements from whole group to small group taoviddal work very flexibly
and efficiently.

» The project schools have important elements of clitcentered and
developmental learning in place in their K-3 prograns. Most teachers
reported that curriculum and teaching practicewéli with children’s
developmental levels. In addition, almost all teas reported that they offered
their students opportunities for personal exploraind discovery and hands-on
learning. Furthermore, in the sessions observadW{REL staff members,
teachers were at all times sensitive and respomgistidents. At the same time,
however, the richness and variety of subject mattersioned inVashington
Learnsand SB 5841 have not been fully realized.

* Teachers and administrators report that the projectis positively influencing
students’ attitudes towards school and learning Children are asking more
guestions; they are learning from each other; #mmw their teachers and fellow
students; and they feel more connected to schaaddition, NWREL staff
members observed that the social and emotionahtdinm K-3 classrooms in the
project schools was marked by mutual respect betwesechers and students.

» Parents report positive program effects on their cidren. Parents of children
in all-day kindergarten felt that their children@sted well to the all-day program
and were making excellent progress. Parents ietged by NWREL staff
members felt strongly that greater attention froenteacher due to smaller class
sizes contributed to their children’s improved aadct outcomes and better
adjustment to school. The following comments freanents illustrate ways in
which parents felt that smaller classes benefthed thildren:

Last yeammy child attended school in a district that had largéasses
— the teacher there knew my son’s test scoress yHar his teacher
knows where he’s weak and where he’s strong isufigects. His
teacher also knows his personality and his behavior

iv  NWREL



Because of the help she got from her teacher, mgldar went from
being a timid reader to being a confident readefront of the class.

My son’s work is better this year because he gaemorrection from
the teacher and he was able to polish his worlebdiian he
previously did in a larger class.

Smaller classes help teachers to group childrenenadfectively—that
helped my son connect with his classmates to tieatethat he
mentioned more names of classmates this year tharevious years.

e 2008 third-grade WASL results for the project schots were mixed. On the
one hand, 2008 WASL results for the project scha@ee not uniformly
improved over results from previous yea@®n the other hand, there were bright
spots—at one school, third-grade WASL results tortimuously-enrolled low-
income students improved in both reading and naattl third-graders in two of
the project schools achieved proficiency in mathigaat higher rates than
matched samples of third-grade students from thsiricts.

» Project schools made notable progress in areas id#fred by research as
contributing to improved outcomes for children in the early primary
grades. The following table summarizes findings from greject schools in
12 areas identified by research as contributinghfwroved outcomes for
children in kindergarten through third grade. (Bigraphic references can be
found on page 56 of this report.)

Research Findings and Findings from Project Schools

Research Findings Concerning Effective Instruction in Early Primary Grades and
Findings from Project Schools

Research Finding: Childrenlwho attend full-day kindergarten do better on tests of reading, math and
science.

School Finding: Full-day kindergarten is offered at the project schools. Parents and teachers reported
positive effects on participating children.

Research Finding: Smaller classes in the early school years produce higher achievement.”

School Finding: Average K-3 class size was below 18.

Research Finding: Child-centered instruction that emphasizes children’s exploration and construction of
knowledge produces superior results for some outcomes.®

School Finding: Project schools are exploring ways of incorporating child-centered instructional
practices.

Research Finding: Parental involvement contributes to children’s success in school.*

School Finding: Teachers reported improved communication with parents. Parents reported receiving
more frequent and more detailed information about their children.
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Research Findings and Findings from Project Schools

(continued)

Research Findings Concerning Effective Instruction

in Early Primary Grades and

Findings from Project Schools

Research Finding:

School Finding:

Classrooms where children’s behavior is well-managed also advance children’s
learning.’

Children in K-3 classrooms in the project schools were well-behaved and classroom
activities flowed smoothly.

Research Finding:

School Finding:

Well-organized lessons and sequences of lessons promote students’ Iearning.6

Lesson plans kept students on-task and minimized the amount of time that activities
such as setup and transitions took away from learning.

Research Finding:

School Finding:

Instructional formats that keep students engaged and interested are desirable.’

Teachers exhibited great flexibility in shifting grouping arrangements from whole-class
to small-group and individual work. In addition, teachers incorporated a variety of
materials and modalities—including audio-visual equipment—into their presentations.

Research Finding:

School Finding:

Timely and high-quality feedback from teachers improves students’ engagement and
achievement.

Teachers called on students frequently and provided students with prompt feedback,
but, at the same time, teachers called on students to explain their thinking in detail
relatively infrequently.

Research Finding:

School Finding:

Students make greater gains in achievement when teachers stimulate their higher order
thinking skills.’

In the instructional segments observed by NWREL staff members, many classroom
activities were of a rote nature, but teachers occasionally encouraged students’ thinking
at higher cognitive levels.

Research Finding:

School Finding:

Children’s language skills develop when teachers engage them in conversations that
require advanced language and thinking.*

Research Finding: In sessions observed by NWREL staff members, teachers
talked regularly with their students. Teachers sometimes asked questions that required
answers using complex language; however, the majority of their questions required
students to give short answers. There was little extended discussion involving complex
language by either teachers or students.

Research Finding:

School Finding:

Positive and supportive classroom climate supports children’s Iearning.ll

The social and emotional climate of K-3 classrooms was good and interactions between
teachers and students were marked by mutual respect.

Research Finding:

School Finding:

Classrooms where teachers are sensitive to students’ needs promote positive social
and learning outcomes.™

Teachers generally seemed very tuned-in to their students and responded appropriately
both to students’ learning needs and their social and emotional needs. In turn, children
appeared very comfortable interacting with their teachers.

In conclusion, the first year of the project dentosted progress both in implementing

the programmatic requirements of SB 5841 and igipeareas identified by research as
contributing to children’s development in the egrtymary grades.
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INTRODUCTION

Washington Learns

The 2005 Washington Legislature created the Washinigearns Steering Committee
with a mandate to review education in WashingtateSt Under the leadership of
Governor Gregoire, the committee issued a finabrgpVashington Learnsvhich
advanced recommendations addressing all levelduafation in the state. One set of
recommendations proposed bold changes both tohilespphy and to the structure of
Washington’s kindergarten through third grade (Kp&)grams.

Washington Learnsnvisioned a K—-3 system that values the developoferhildren’s
competency in both academic and social and persmeas. The new system should be
child-centered, supporting the “individual develagrhof each child” by providing

ample opportunities for children to “discover thearsonal interests and talents and
follow their natural desire to know more.” In atioin to being child-centered, the new
system should provide instruction that is broaddape and rich in experience, extending
beyond the 3Rs to include “science, social studéegyuages and expressive experiences
in the arts, including painting, sculpture, andngiaaand in physical education, including
movement, dance, and motor skills.”

A second change to K-3 education proposeiMaghington Learneepresents a radical
departure from the current practice of advancinfgiem through what the report calls
“automatic grade-to-grade promotion.” Instead|drien should advance to the next level
after they have demonstrated “solid foundationghm core subjects of reading and
math. The new promotions strategy, together vinéhldroad curriculum and child-
centered orientation, would mean that “some stigdetit spend a shorter time and others
a longer time” in kindergarten through third gradet that students would emerge
“interested in many topics” and possessing “thedax@ading and math skills for success
in fourth grade.”

Among the strategies the#lashington Learneecommended for remaking K-3 education
were the following:

* Voluntary all-day kindergarten for all children

* Lower class sizes

* Programs that build solid foundations through clgatered and developmental
instructional practices

As a first step towards bringing its vision of Ke@ucation closer to realityyashington
Learnsrecommended that the legislature fund demonstratiojects that would
implement “best practices in developmental learriing

Center for Research, Evaluation, and Assessment 1



Senate Bill 5841 Authorizes K-3 Demonstration Projets

During the 2007 legislative session, the Washindgtegislature authorized Senate Bill
(SB) 5841, which provided funds for three K—3 Dewstoation Projects within the
Yakima, Highline, and Spokane School Districts.e Tistricts each selected an
elementary school to participate in the two-yeajgmt: Barge-Lincoln (Yakima),
Bemiss (Spokane), and White Center Heights (Sg¢atBaef profiles of the project
schools follow.

Barge-Lincoln Elementary Schoo] a 537 student K-5 grade school located in Yakima
is one of 13 elementary schools in the Yakima ScBesirict. For the 2007 academic
year, 96.7 percent of the students were eligibidré®e or reduced-price lunch,

8.8 percent were in Special Education, and 53.8gp¢mwere Transitional Bilingual. The
largest ethnic group of students was Hispanic @7, 3ollowed by White (9.3%), Black
(12.5%), American Indian/Alaskan Native (1.1%), sslan (0.7%). Barge-Lincoln had
42 classroom teachers with an average of 9.3 ydgdemching experience. Almost

53 percent had Master’s degrees and all met thHdyhigalified criteria under NCLB.
Barge-Lincoln has had full-day kindergarten for gears, as the district provided full-
day kindergarten at all elementary schools usi@gd-funds.

Bemiss Elementary Schoola 475 student PK-6 grade schimmlated in Spokane, is one
of 35 elementary schools in the Spokane Distrair the 2007 academic year,

83.7 percent of the students were eligible for treeeduced-price lunch, 22.2 percent
were in Special Education, and 11.4 percent wea@ditional Bilingual. The largest
ethnic group of students was White (68.8%), folldvagy American Indian (7.2%),
Asian/Pacific Islander (5.7%), Pacific Islander6@s), Black (4.4%), Hispanic (4.0%),
and Asian (1.1%). Bemiss had 37 classroom teaetirsan average of 12.7 years of
teaching experience. Almost 76 percent had Mastirgrees and all met the highly
qualified criteria under NCLB.

White Center Heights Elementary Schoola 456 student PK-6 grade schimmated in
southwest Seattle, is one of 18 elementary schodlge Highline School District. For
the 2007 academic year, 85.5 percent of the stadegre eligible for free or reduced-
price lunch, 11.7 percent were in Special Educatonl 35.5 percent were Transitional
Bilingual. The largest ethnic group of studentswaian (43.0%), followed by Hispanic
(23.9%), Black (20.0%), White (11.6%), and Ameridadian (1.5%). White Center had
33 classroom teachers with an average of 10.2 yéaesmching experience. Almost

46 percent had Master’s degrees and all met th@yhggialified criteria under NCLB.

SB 5841 assigned the Office of Superintendent dliinstruction (OSPI)

responsibility for overseeing the distribution ohfls to the three schools participating in
the demonstration projects, ensuring that the dshemmplied with the provisions of the
grant, and contracting with the Northwest Regidf@dicational Laboratory (NWREL) to
conduct the evaluation of the demonstration preject

2 NWREL



Resources and Requirements for the Demonstration Bjects

Each of the three schools participating in thegubjeceives an annual grant of $500,000
to support the following structural componentstef{—3 program:

* An all-day kindergarten program

» Small class sizes at a ratio of one teacher tdaudesats, and the additional
resources for materials generated by that ratmutlin associated nonemployee-
related costs

* A half-time instructional coach

» Professional development related to the progranteémented at the school

As a condition of funding, SB 5841 required that sithools undertaking demonstration
projects incorporate the following dimensions ititeir K-3 programs:

* Child-centered learning

* Personal exploration and discovery, hands-on egpees, and opportunities for
children to work independently, in small groups anthrge groups

* Rich and varied subject matter that includes: mgdiriting, mathematics,
science, social studies, a world language other Bralish, the arts, and health
and physical education

» Opportunities for children to learn and feel accbstypnent, diligence, creativity,
and confidence

» Attention to children’s social and emotional deymtent

* Personalized assessment of students’ academic &dgeviand skill development,
social and emotional skill development, criticahting and decision-making
skills, large and fine motor skill development, gedsonal interests, strengths,
and goals

» Advancement to the upper elementary grades whehdafeundation is in place
and reading and mathematics primary skills have Ipegstered

Center for Research, Evaluation and Assessment 3



The general purposes of the two-year study comaonssi by the OSPI are to identify the
salient program decisions, changes, and impacbtt@trred in the participating schools
and to address the following evaluation questigesisied in SB 5841.

To what degree do students thrive in the educdtemaronment?

To what degree do students progress in acadenuial sand emotional areas?
What program components have been most importasttittent success?

w0 DdPF

To what degree do members of the educational fet@ffaccomplished in their
work and satisfied with student progress?

5. In what ways can the program be scaled up and epé&n

For the Interim Report, NWREL staff members gatexed analyzed a wide variety of
information from a wide variety of stakeholdersWREL staff members reviewed
documents; surveyed teachers in all three proguids; observed classroom practices
in the project schools; interviewed school, distrand state administrators; conducted
interviews and focus groups with teachers, speatsaland parents; and analyzed results
of achievement tests.

The study’s findings are limited to (a) the valjd#nd reliability of assessment
instruments used by the state, districts, and dstioaneasure students’ academic
achievement; and (b) the accuracy reflected irptbéessional judgments and
perceptions of teachers, administrators, and aitlepol staff members who provided
information for the evaluation. In addition, whtlas report compares achievement in
the project schools with achievement in schoolslaimo them in size and
demographics, this comparison does not accourdlifpre-existing differences between
the project schools and the comparison schoolshdmt, this analysis, while valuable,
should not be over-interpreted as equal to a txpergmental comparison.

The next section describes the study methodology.
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METHODOLOGY

This study addressed the following questions:

1. What were the initial organizational and institutb characteristics of the
demonstration projects?

2. Were the required structural components in place?

3. What are the characteristics of teaching and lagrim K—3 classrooms in the
project schools?

4. How did students progress in academic, social eanational areas?

5. What have been the greatest accomplishments difshgear of the
demonstration projects?

Figure 1 presents an overview of the theoreti@ahwork underlying the evaluation in
the form of a logic model. The logic model presehe desired organizational context
and state and local financial resources as inputsmediate program component
attributes, and expected student outcomes. Ctherusing state resources to secure the
structural components (e.g., coaches, professamadlopment, 18:1 student-teacher
ratio, and all-day kindergarten), the legislatibattauthorized the demonstration projects
left decisions regarding curricular and instruciibprogram components, types of
professional development, roles of coaches, andriter of component implementation
to the discretion of the districts and project siho

One of the issues that NWREL was asked to addrasgive “degree to which students
thrive in the educational environment” created liy grant. Evaluators worked
collaboratively with project administrators and tgapants to develop an operational
definition of “thriving” so that this program dimsion could be measured over the life of
the study.

Center for Research, Evaluation and Assessment 5



Figure 1

INPUTS

PROGRAM
COMPONENTS

State Structural
Resources

Full-day K

Class size 18

Professional Development
Half-time coach

OUTCOMES / IMPACT

District Resources

Supervision

Professional Development
Coaching

Program Materials
Curriculum Materials
Facilities Costs

Staffing Costs

Organizational
Commitment / Readiness

Committed school / district
leadership

Belief in high expectations

Use learning improvement days
for implementation

Data-based decision making
Linkages with early childhood
providers

Child-centered learning

Personal exploration and discovery, hands-on
experiences, and opportunities for children to
work independently, in small groups, and in
large groups

Rich and varied subject matter that includes:
reading, writing, mathematics, science, social
studies, a world language other than English,
the arts, and health and physical education

Opportunities for children to learn and feel
accomplishment, diligence, creativity, and
confidence

Attention to children’s social and emotional
development

Personalized assessment of students’
academic knowledge and skill development,
social and emotional skill development,
critical thinking and decision-making skills,
large and fine motor skill development, and
personal interests, strengths, and goals

Advancement to the upper elementary grades
when a solid foundation is in place and
reading and mathematics primary skills have
been mastered
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Short Term Medium Term Long Term
Program Program Program

Teachers begin to Becoming child- Fully rich and

change centered varied curriculum

instructional and

assessment Curriculum Child-centered,

practices becomes more with personal

Attention to both
learning needs
and social and
emotional
development of
individual students

Students

More engaged
with learning

Positive attitudes
towards school
and learning

rich and varied

Personalized
assessment

Students

Higher-quality
schoolwork

Positive attitudes
towards school
and learning

Positive self-
concept as
learners

Social and
emotional
development

attention to both
academic learning
and social and
emotional
development

Staff members
feeling satisfaction
and
accomplishment

Students

Academic
competence—
WASL proficiency
and other
indicators

Social and
emotional
competence and
well-being

Logic Model for the K-3 Demonstration Projects




The American Heritage Dictionargefines “to thrive” as “to make steady progress;
prosper.” Evaluators talked to a cross sectioprofect, district, and school
administrators and staff members about the ap@tgmess of defining “to thrive” as
making steady progress academically, socially,eandtionally during their K-3
experience, and if yes, what was the most suitableto measure steady progress? A
consensus was reached that the appropriate indiwbéolequate progress in academic
areas would be proficiency based upon establiseadhmarks. For example, achieving
proficiency at or above on the third-grade readind math WASL would represent
appropriate academic progress in reading and ntdthvever, constructing a similar
standard for social and emotional development prsachent proved to be more
problematic.

A literature search for state K—3 social and ermatictandards found that although many
states, including Washington, have developed sacdlemotional benchmarks for pre-
kindergarten children, few have adopted standandgheir K-12 systems. One state that
has is lllinois. Thdllinois Learning Standards for Social/Emotionaldraing covers the
social and emotional development of students frartyelementary to late high school.

In addition to the social and emotional benchmé&okshe 60 months to kindergarten
presented iWashington State Early Learning and DevelopmentBerarks: A Guide to
Young Children’s Learning and Development: FronttBio Kindergarten Entry

lllinois’ goals and standards for K-3 students@esented in Appendix A.

The agreed upon scope of work specified not imptemg additional assessments to
measure student academic, social, and emotionedsrsent. For the purposes of this
study, students’ achievement is indexed by re$udta existing assessments, primarily
WASL. In the absence of a similar standardizeg@sssent for students’ social and
emotional development, the lllinois Learning Stamdavere integrated into the
interview and survey protocols created for thiggeb Some schools, such as Bemiss,
plan to pilot new social and emotional assessnmstitiments during the 2008—2009
school years. The results from their pilot studwsbe included in the final report as
appropriate. Table 1 presents the expected acaderdisocial and emotional outcomes
and sources of evidence that will be used ovectlese of the two-year study to
describe how children in the demonstration projactsthriving in both academic and
social-emotional development.
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Table 1
Sources of Evidence Describing How Students Thrive
in the K-3 Demonstration Projects

Academic Achievement

Outcomes Sources of Evidence

Academic Proficiency e State Assessments

-- Grade 2 Reading Assessment

-- Grade 3 WASL

-- Washington Language Proficiency Test (WLPT)
-- WAAS

e District Assessments
-- DIBELS
-- Other assessments

e Report Card Progress
-- Reading, Writing, Math
-- Other subjects

Social-Emotional Adjustment

Outcomes Sources of Evidence

Early Learning Competencies e Teachers’ reports about children’s social and
emotional competencies
Social and Emotional Development . .
P e Parents’ reports of children’s adaptation to school and
to their classmates
e School Records—Attendance, truancy, and discipline

e School Internal Assessment Systems

e Standards-based benchmarks (e.g., lllinois K-8
social and emotional benchmarks)

Data were collected by onsite visits to each scheatcher surveys, and telephone
interviews with OSPI project management staff. iDgithe onsite visits, evaluators
conducted classroom observations and interviews t@échers, and school and district
administrators. The next section describes theipétees and the instruments that were
used. Copies of all protocols are in Appendix B.

Classroom Observations

NWREL staff members conducted structured obsematin K—-3 classrooms in all three
project schools using tHelassroom Assessment Scoring SygebASS), developed by
Robert Pianta and colleagues at the UniversityigfiNia. The following description of
CLASS draws heavily on material from Pianta, LaodR& Hamre (2008).

TheClassroom Assessment Scoring SystebASS) is an observational protocol that
captures dimensions of classroom quality in presktiwough third-grade classrooms.
The dimensions that CLASS focuses on are basedsaarch suggesting that interactions
between students and adults in the classroom gettenkey to understanding children’s
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development and learning in school. Accordingidevelopers of CLASS, dimensions
were derived following review of the constructsluted on instruments for observing
classrooms used in child care and elementary secheelrch, and review of literature on
effective teaching practices, focus groups, andresitve piloting.CLASS incorporates
scales used in large-scale classroom observatidiestin the National Institute of Child
Health and Human Development (NICHD) Study of E&#re, begun in 1991. Figure 2
below provides an overview of the construct of slaem quality operationalized within
the CLASS system.

Figure 2
Classroom Quality
Emotional Support Classroom Organization Instructional Support
Positive Climate Behavior Management Concept Development
Negative Climate Productivity Quality of Feedback
Teacher Sensitivity Instructional Learning Language Modeling

Formats
Regard for Student

Perspectives

Overview of CLASS Dimensions of Classroom Quality

The CLASS does not measure the presence of matdhal physical environment, or the
adoption of a specific curriculum. Instead, theASS focuses on what teachersvdith

the materials they have, and how they interact sfitidlents. The CLASS emphasis on
observed interactioramong teachers and students is particularly aptegior this

study because one of the foundational assumptibtiie @emonstration Projects is that
children in K-3 classrooms will thrive as a resilthe child-centered instructional
practices that take place in smaller classes. &\fiot designed as a specific measure of
the “child-centeredness” of early primary classrgpthe CLASS does provide
information helpful for drawing inferences in tlagea.

NWREL evaluators observed K—3 classrooms in alétproject schools. At least two
classrooms were observed at each grade level msehool, with the exception that at
one school only one third-grade classroom was @bde/A total of 31 classroom
observations were conducted, which means that whisens were conducted in
approximately 60 percent of the K-3 classroom&@éproject schools. Observation
periods lasted approximately 15 to 20 minutes.ntystructured observations provided
by CLASS, these relatively brief observations war#icient to capture essential features
of the interactions between teachers and studerds3 classrooms in the project
schools. It must be emphasized, however, that NW&&f members used the CLASS
primarily to look for overall trends consistent wihe purposes and the structure of the
demonstration projects (particularly the smallasslsize)—the purpose was not to
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evaluate individual teachers, to compare teachingsa the project schools, or to attempt
a detailed description of day-to-day teaching m phoject schools.

Teacher Surveys

NWREL staff members developed two teacher surv@y first survey focused on
teachers’ instructional and assessment practices,work with coaches, participation in
professional development, and perceptions of tinefite of smaller class size. The
survey included both forced-choice and open-entdeds that addressed the following

areas:

Frequency with which students received instruciiotihe subject areas specified in
SB 5841

Teachers’ perceptions of the developmental appatgoress of the curriculum and
the frequency with which they challenge their shidevith advanced thinking

Teachers’ use of different grouping arrangements

Teachers’ encouragement of students’ personal exja and discovery and
opportunities for “hands-on” learning

The frequency and areas in which teachers conduntéddual assessment of their
students

Ways and frequency that teachers worked with csaolier the year, plus their
satisfaction with the coaching they received

Teachers’ perceptions of ways that students beaefibm the smaller class size
Amount and kind of professional development thatiers received over the year

Teachers’ satisfaction with professional developinaeal suggestions for additional
professional development related to the demonstraiioject

Teachers’ perceptions of the greatest accomplistexadrthe demonstration project
over the year

The second survey examined teachers’ perceptiotienfstudents’ social and emotional
development. The survey is based onlliveis Learning Standards for
Social/Emotional Learning. lllinois has identified three broad goals forstadents’
social/lemotional learning:

1.

2.

Develop self-awareness and self-management skilishieve school and life
success.

Use social-awareness and interpersonal skillstabksh and maintain positive
relationships.

! These standards were developed in accordance witinS 15(a) of Public Act 93-0495. This Act calls
upon the lllinois State Board of Education to "depeand implement a plan to incorporate social and
emotional development standards as part of thelfliLearning Standards."
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3. Demonstrate decision-making skills and respondibleaviors in personal,
school, and community contexts.

In addition to identifying three broad goals fandnts’ social and emotional learning,
lllinois developed 10 Learning Standards that cubss grade levels, together with
specific benchmarks for each grade range. For pkara K-3 benchmark related to the
first goal is, “Recognize and accurately label dort and how they are linked to
behavior.” As another example, a K-3 benchmarktee to the third goal is, “Explain
why unprovoked acts that hurt others are wrong.”

The survey asked teachers what they do in thessad@ms to develop students’
competencies related to each of the three broad gientified above. In addition, to
establish a baseline for teachers’ perceptioneefdvel of social and emotional
development of their students, the survey askeathtza for overall ratings of the levels
of students’ development in regard to each of 2@ Kenchmarks for social and
emotional learning. It is important to emphasizat teachers were nasked to rate each
child’s social and emotional development; instehdy were asked to estimate the
overall level of social and emotional developmdrihe group of children in their
classroom.

Teacher Focus Groups

Focus group sessions were approximately 45 minntesgth and focused primarily on
teachers’ satisfaction with the progress their estisl made academically and
socially/emotionally; teachers’ perceptions of wpatts of the K—3 project worked best,
what challenges arose, and what changes they Vikaltb see for Year 2; and teachers
opinions concerning the major accomplishments efdémonstration project over the
year.

Building Administrator Interviews

During the administrator interviews, lasting appnoately one to one-and-a-half hours,
principals were asked about their school’s prop&hning process, program support for
child-centered learning, present and future assersisaf students’ social and emotional
development, personalizing assessment for eackrstudcus of teacher professional
development, and linkages to the early learningipeos in the community.

District Administrator Interviews
District administrator interviews lasted approxisigt45 minutes each. Administrators
were asked about district vision for the projedtrett implementation plans, project

priorities, project benchmarks and evaluation plansject challenges, professional
development to support the project, and importaojept accomplishments.
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The interviews and focus groups with teachers amdi@istrators, teacher surveys, and
classroom observations were designed with somdapvir order to determine whether
the same picture emerged through different sowtesidence.

Interviews with OSPI Administrators

Key OSPI administrator interviews lasted approxghabne hour. Participants were
asked about their vision for the K—3 Demonstraiwoaject, implementation goals and
timelines, guidance given to sites, guidance regadsy sites, challenges and
accomplishments, and plans for the future of theatestration project.
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FINDINGS

This section presents findings from teacher suraeykfocus groups, school and district
administrator interviews, classroom observatiorSPOadministrator interviews,
interviews and focus groups with parents, and amalyf academic and social and
emotional data. Because of the limited numbeespondents, responses have been
summarized in order to maintain confidentiality ambnymity. Findings are presented
in the following order: overall project vision amdtial planning; implementation
challenges regarding facilities, staffing, and skhieg; implementation of required
structural components; implementation of featufeshdd-centered teaching and
learning; characteristics of K-3 classrooms inghgect schools; students’ progress in
academic and social and emotional areas; and bee@mplishments of the first year.

Overall Project Vision and Initial Planning

Upon receiving notification in August 2007 thatyheould receive funding, project
schools sought guidance from OSPI concerning tha lgrovisions of the grant related
to accountability and allowable expenditures. tAtee schools reported being
overwhelmed by what they perceived as “vaguenestia specified program outcomes
and how funds could actually be used. Schoolsedhassistance in how to structure
their programs to achieve the greatest benefittevemsuring sustainability after the
grant. OSPI advised the schools to focus on imefgmg a limited number of priority
areas that were most important to their staff mesmbed communities.

Although SB 5841 did not allocate funds for adntiiaisve expenses, OSPI was able to
provide assistance and a venue where the parimgpsthools could learn from each
other and participate in a wide variety of profeasi development opportunities in the
field of P—3 programs. In November 2007, a teaniqgpated in a workshop at Harvard
Graduate School Education on implementing a PKg8agzh and strategies to improve
teaching and learning in early childhood and eldargreducation. In May 2008, all
three schools participated in a P-3 Symposium aitlee sponsored by the Boeing
Foundation. P-3 researcher Kristie Kauerz (P—&¥alirector, Office of Lieutenant
Governor Barbara O’Brian, state of Colorado) présgisome of the latest research
related to PK-3 education.

School and district administrators and staff memlespressed a consistent vision for the
K—3 Demonstration Project around the developmestroihg child-centered programs
across all grade levels within the project schotisaddition, by the end of the grant,
they intend to have reached out to the early cbibdhservice providers (e.g., ECAP,
Head Start) within their communities and to haviaboratively built strong integrated
and aligned P—8 systems. Their expectation issihett a system would promote school
readiness for all children and lead to smooth ttems throughout elementary school. It
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was felt that such a collaborative effort would @mage greater collaboration and
opportunities for joint professional developmend ameetings among school and early
childhood service provider staff members to reviegividual student growth and
readiness.

Barge-Lincoln Elementary School

At Barge-Lincoln, the Instructional Leadership teavhich includes more than a dozen
staff members, plus the district administrator vialas oversight of the demonstration
project, met regularly over the year to discusturcsional matters related to the school,
including the demonstration project. Other Bargeechln committees providing input
concerning the demonstration project included tte#hMLeadership Team and the
Literacy Leadership Team.

Barge-Lincoln made plans to utilize K—3 Demonstmnatiunds to enhance and expand
many of the project-based learning programs us#ueatchool. With the addition of
contracting with Jill Scone to provide trainingaasessing students’ social and emotional
development, the program goals were to seek additrofessional development in:

» Social and emotional needs of students and family
» Student-centered, project-based learning

* Teaching and learning interventions in reading
 Embedded SIOP components into training

* GLAD training

» Best Practices

Further plans are to integrate social and emotimeggdonse into their RTI (Response to
Intervention) Process, with the establishment BTa Response Team comprised of the
principal, assistant principal, coaches, Specialdation teachers, counselors, and the
student’s teacher.

Barge-Lincoln has concentrated efforts on team ldgweent and project-based student
activities, which is already having an effect oa grofessional practice at the higher
grade levels because of what is seen taking platteeiK—3 classrooms. The school is
also exploring professional development opportasitn the area of student social and
emotional adjustment.

The school has implement&lichie the Clowna character-based program where
students learn how to take control of the situafrom bullies through building their
individual confidence. The school implementednirag by Larry Gregory on how to
work with misbehaving students through buildingteinships and developing behavior-
changing plans.
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The school is moving ahead by focusing on the neédiidents, including nurturing,
constructionist activities, and community involvarhe Expectations for Year 2 are for:
(a) more of the K-3 program being implemented s{bylents showing the impact from
the academic and social and emotional program eenagnts, (c) developing a strong
student centered culture, and (d) teachers knothieig students in a much deeper way.

Bemiss Elementary School

At Bemiss, the Leadership Team, which includesoasrepresentation of school staff
members, met regularly to discuss instructionakenatelated to the school, including
the K—-3 Demonstration Project. Bemiss Action Tegoosnmittees) included Bi-
Literacy/GLAD, School Community/Parent InvolvemeRtpfessional Development and
Technology. These groups met monthly to plan amglement the school activities and
professional development identified in the Bemisbd®! Improvement Plan and
supported by the demonstration project.

The grant has been a catalyst for extending dewsop work that Bemiss had begun
earlier. For example, the grant allowed the schmstrengthen curricular materials in
literacy and math, and supported efforts by K—@ghees to align the math curriculum. In
addition, materials were purchased to enhanceroasslearning stations.

Grant funds enabled the school to be more inteatiabout the professional development
that teachers received over the year:

» Oral language and literacy training led by Lancetil® The fundamental
concept is that language, literacy, and dysfunelitbehaviors are all related.

* Mathematics self-regulated training led by KathRgsnote The focus of the
program is on helping students become self-regiilggrners, allowing teachers
to pull students into small groups for math intevens.

» Comprehensive Reading Recovery training led by &iBdrn, University of
Arkansas The training provides intensive interventioratgies in reading and
writing for small push-in groups; providing altetive student learning
opportunities. A major principle of the progranthat every student receives
engagement with the teacher every day.

« A Math Recovery program with the push-in featureyaloped by staff members
utilizing the Comprehensive Reading Recovery mod&achers and students use
an interactive log system for communication anegsssent.

» Guided Language Acquisition Design (GLAD) traininghe training has been
effective in helping teachers teach social stuthdsnglish Language Learners.
The basic concept is to use visual, kinesthetid,tanhnology strategies for
improving learning. For example, one project wasmbination of having
students develop pictures of insects; label albiby parts; and write a narrative
based on the vocabulary being taught. Teachers foand GLAD techniques
are effective with all students. They are mordeaystic and deliberate in their
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interventions, coupled with the district’s extergssurriculum guides and
assessments; teachers are able to go more in4tépiiteracy instruction.

As part of the Spokane districtwide professionalali@oment plan, Bemiss has four late
start days a month for staff professional develagmé&ach week the school
implemented discussion and training around onéefdllowing topic areas on a rotating
basis:

» Assessment and learning, using Stiggins’ programsamng data to change
instruction

* Book Study
* Grade level social studies and science curricullanmng

» Teacher Action Teams’ presentations on Parent AatncT echnology,
Biliteracy, and Evaluation and Assessment

Participation in the demonstration project has sgguiBemiss to explore systematic
approaches to assessing students’ social and emabtlevelopment of students. In
cooperation with Deveraux, a non-profit organizatwoviding services for persons with
emotional, developmental, and educational dis@&slithe school is conducting pilot
tests of the DESA (Devereux Elementary Studenin§theAssessmehinstrument.
Devereux’s DECA (Devereux Early Childhood Assessinassessment, a nationally
normed assessment of within-child protective fextorpreschool children aged two to
five, is used by 58 percent of Pre—Kindergartergmms in Washington.

The district has provided resources for coachescaadh training for a number of years,
especially in math and literacy. Bemiss has begistact leader in effectively using
coaches to improve instruction.

Spokane has implemented an extensive series oé ¢ggadl curriculum guides that are
given to every teacher. These guides suggese#uorirce materials to be used that align
to WASL GLEs. All lesson plans are available feview as district and building
administrators visit and observe classes on aningdmasis. The district implemented
this system to address their high level of studeiility. This system is a strategy to
decrease the learning gaps among students by egdhbat everyone is learning the same
material at the same time.

White Center Heights Elementary School

In October 2007, upon being notified White Centad been a recipient of the grant, the
school formed an Early Learning Team to identifyisaon for the project, together with
outcomes appropriate for the specified requiremeftise grant. This team was
comprised of representatives from all grade |leaginistrators, coaches, and local Head
Start staff members. White Center plans to exphedeam to include parents during the
second year. White Center and the Highline distiikninistrators jointly decided that
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much of 2007-2008 would serve as a planning yegah®odemonstration project. As a
result, White Center adopted a relatively formalnpling process for its demonstration
project, with four to six teachers regularly papating with the principal and others on a
project Steering Committee. Over the year, thertg Committee received additional
input from the grade-level committees and the sikgeea committees. In addition,
White Center and Highline district administratogsesed that, in order to insure that the
White Center K—3 program was effectively transfodnaad that the changes were
sustained, a major portion of 2008—2009 would bhetil to developing a
comprehensive program and community implementatian. The school is considering
using K—-3 Demonstration, Title I, and LAP (Learnifgsistance Program) funds to bring
in a reading and writing trainer, and support tu@racy coaches and two math coaches.
They also plan to use K—3 Demonstration funds mjutction with ELL resources to
support an ELL developer, with the end result b@ingncrease in staff capacity to use
the GLAD program for facilitating student learnitigough the use of technology.

On the recommendation of staff members, the sasdaking a K—6 approach to
program development. Concerns were shared reggtioinlack of understanding across
primary and intermediate grade teachers abouththege in rigor that takes place
between grades K- 3 and 4-6. Because of the shi#éisiphasis that occur at grade 4,
the school was looking to improve horizontal andigal alignment of curriculum across
all grades.

White Center has actively used instructional coadbea number of years. This year a
“Reading First” grant provided the funds for a Kpr®gram literacy coach, while district
I-728 funds were used to support the servicesrefding coach for fourth through sixth
grades.

The school’'s K-3 program utilizes SRA/McGraw-HiDpen Court” Reading program as
a component of their Reading First instruction.ad&s 4—6 use a Balanced Literacy
approach.

Through involvement in the Gates Foundation CommtyuFiansition Initiative, White
Center focused on reaching out to its community@eekindergarten service providers.
For the last five years White Center has workedh Witusted Advocates (individuals who
serve as liaisons to their language/cultural comtias) to operate a multicultural
summer pre-kindergarten program. This programfwaded by the Casey Foundation
Making Connections initiative in White Center. dammer 2008, the school operated a
summer pre-kindergarten program together with ansenschool serving students up to
eighth grade; programs were coordinated througkfiea¢a Pacific Islander
organization), the Community Schools CooperatiVke four pre-kindergarten classes
included children who spoke Arabic, Spanish, Viateae, Somali, English, Cambodian,
and Samoan.

The White Center Head Start program manager istaopthe school planning team and
provides workshops on P—3 alignment for schoof st@imbers. Future plans are for co-
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training events which include participation frorafstmembers of the PreK—K services in
their community.

One of the first things the school did this yeargconjunction with its Annie E. Casey
FoundatiorMaking Connection§rant, was to reach out to early childhood service
providers in the White Center area. The commusigxperiencing rapidly changing
demographics, with fewer families in public housir new White Center Community
Center is being built adjacent to the school teeseas an Early Learning Hub for pre-
kindergarten educational service providers.

Much of the first year effort at White Center was/dted to planning and research. As a
result, the school expended approximately onedfatie funds allocated for the first

year of the project. Funds were expended primé&wilyeducing K-3 class sizes. The
school plans to use its remaining year one fundsutds purchasing materials to enhance
and strengthen the library and the math curriculum.

District Planning/Supervision

In each district, a district-level administrator mtored the demonstration project and
assisted in reporting the progress of implementatahe superintendent and the board.

Implementation Challenges: Facilities, Staffing, ad Scheduling

The requirement to reduce K-3 class sizes to Ifsts, together with the introduction
of full-day kindergarten, placed different burdemsthe individual schools in scheduling
and allocating space.

White Center was able to accommodate the smalissdizes with minimal disruption to
space allocation and to scheduling. Barge-Lindatnwyever, had to make major changes
in its allocation of space required by the needréate four additional classrooms. To
create four new classrooms, space used for sttvadjéo be converted into classroom
space. School staff members assisted in readygagdditional classrooms in time for
the start of school. In addition, a number of bkeas needed to change rooms in order to
group classrooms at the same grade level nearatheh Converting storage space
within the school into classroom use required pig@ portable unit on the Barge-
Lincoln grounds to replace the storage space tost fnside the building. Addition of

the portable unit allowed re-opening of the schoobmputer lab (which had been pre-
empted due to the press for classroom space aratystepace) and also eased space
demands on the multi-purpose room.

Bemiss had space available to accommodate thetbseelassrooms that were formed
in late August. However, furniture had to be otéal and installed in these classrooms
in time for the start of school. Furthermore, regace had to be found for the school’s
Title | coaches who were displaced by the formatibthe new classrooms. Adding new
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classrooms and full-day kindergarten required selgechanges and increased staffing in
some areas. For example, the school increasdohgtadf music and physical education
by .2 FTE in order to accommodate the smaller ekassid the full-day kindergarten. An
additional complication was that Bemiss was reqglicebus students to other elementary
schools in order to maintain a teacher/student Htil: 18 for its K—3 program.

Implementation of Required Structural Components

SB 5841 required schools implementing demonstratrofects to incorporate the
following components into their K-3 programs:

* All-day kindergarten

» K-3teacher-student ratios of 1:18

» Half-time instructional coach

» Professional development related to the progransgoa

These four components were in place in all thregept schools during the 2007-2008
school year. Interviews with school and distrietfismembers revealed that some of
these components were in place before the demtostf@ojects began. For example,
Barge-Lincoln has had full-day kindergarten for g@ars, as the district has provided
resources for full-day kindergartens at all eleragnschools using 1-728 funds. In
addition, as Reading First schools, Barge-Lincaold ®hite Center already had reading
coaches, and Bemiss already had a reading cogmrtast Spokane’s commitment to
providing reading coaches for every school. Sirtyildeachers in the project schools
were already receiving some form of district-spoad@rofessional development,
particularly related to the teaching of readingtivwg, and mathematics. In short, the
major structural components of the demonstratiajepts were in place at the beginning
of the study.

K-3 Class Sizes

Table 2 shows class sizes in the 50 K-3 classraoitie project schools in fall 2007.

Table 2
K—3 Class Sizes in Project Schools

Class Size | 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22
Number of Classes 2 6 17 11 9 2 0 3

K-3 class sizes in the project schools ranged ft&rto 22 students, with the majority of
classes serving 17 or 18. The average class s&reath 50 K—3 classrooms in the project
schools was 17.8 students, with 72 percent of thg dlassrooms having 18 or fewer
students. Average K—3 class sizes were approxiynite same for each project school.
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Instructional Coaches

Figure 3 summarizes teachers’ reports of how fretiy¢hey worked with reading and
math coaches over the year. All kindergarten aird-grade teachers, and most first-
and second-grade teachers, worked with a readiachcoEighty percent of teachers
worked with a math coach. While half of seconddgreeachers worked with a coach in
an area beside reading and math, relatively feshta, overall, did so. In general, K-3
teachers in the project schools worked with a cdash often than weekly, although half
of third-grade teachers worked with a reading cagdhast weekly and half worked with
a math coach at least weekly.

Figure 3
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Figure 4 summarizes the ways that K—3 teachetsamptoject schools worked with
instructional coaches over the year. Teacherswdr&ed with coaches reported
working with them primarily in four ways. AcrosH grades, interpreting assessment
results was the most common activity on which teeskwvorked with a coach. The very
high rates at which second- and third-grade teaategrorted working on this activity is
understandable since there are state-requiredsassets at those grades, with the third-
grade assessment included in school accountabiidgrNo Child Left Behind

Figure 4
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Beyond interpreting assessment results, there drifezent patterns to the ways that
teaches worked with coaches across the gradesexgorple, it was relatively common

for first-grade teachers to have a coach obsewie tbaching and suggest instructional
strategies and interventions for struggling stuslertt second grade, coaches often
provided materials and lesson plans, suggestediatstnal strategies, and suggested
interventions for struggling students; more thalh dlasecond-grade teachers had a coach
observe their teaching and model lessons in thesscooms. At third grade, coaches
frequently suggested interventions for strugglinglents and suggested instructional
strategies; coaches provided materials and ledams pnd modeled lessons for more
than half of third-grade teachers.

2 The graph shows the percentages of teachersfigdagteach way of working with a coach—teachers
were instructed to identify all that applied.
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Figure 5 summarizes teachers’ reports of the waggglienefitedrom working with an
instructional coach over the year. Teachers regddtat they benefitted primarily in
three ways, and these differed depending uponrtmedevel.

Figure 5
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Ways K-3 Teachers Benefited From Coaching This Year °

First-grade teachers most commonly identified imptbability to help struggling
students as a benefit they received from coaclialgwed by improving their teaching,
becoming more reflective, and receiving suggestionmterventions. For second-grade
teachers, becoming more reflective about teachiag tive most commonly identified
benefit from coaching, followed by improved abilityhelp students at all levels.
Seventy percent of third-grade teachers said thetling helped improve their teaching
and made them better able to help struggling stisgdsixty percent of third-grade
teachers cited becoming more reflective as an iadditbenefit of coaching.

Compared to teachers at other grade levels, kiadenmgteachers were relatively
restrained in identifying benefits of coaching. &lea was identified as a benefit of
coaching by a majority of kindergarten teacherhoalgh 40 percent reported that
coaching helped improve their teaching and 40 petiidentified they benefited from
coaching in ways other than presented on the survey

Relatively few kindergarten and first-grade teashreported that coaching helped them
with the challenges and opportunities created bgllemclass sizes, although half of the
second- and third-grade teachers reported thahawabelped them in this area.

% The graph shows the percentages of teachersfidagteach area as a benefit—teachers were instuct
to pick all that apply.
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Figure 6 summarizes teachers’ degree of satisfawtith the coaching they received

over the year. Across the three project schogplsraximately one teacher out of four
reported being very satisfied with coaching. Kirgdeten teachers expressed a relatively
high level of dissatisfaction, compared to othecteers.

Figure 6
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Teachers’ Satisfaction with Coaching

Figure 7 summarizes K-3 teachers’ satisfaction téhprofessional development they
received over the year.

Figure 7
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Teachers’ Satisfaction with Professional Developmen t

Kindergarten was the only grade where a majoritieathers reported being very
satisfied with the professional development thegnreed over the year, although a
majority of second- and third-grade teachers regbithat they were at least moderately
satisfied with their professional development. @& other hand, compared to teachers in
other grades, first-grade teachers were relatigiyatisfied with their professional
development.
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Summary of Issues Related to Coaching and Professia Development

Coaching and professional development were majoctsiral components of the
demonstration projects.

* In general, K-3 teachers in the project schoolkewmwith an instructional
coach less often than weekly, although half ofdtgrade teachers worked
with a coach at least weekly.

» Across the grades, the most common way that teswetmked with a coach
was on the interpretation of assessment resultsdaches also provided
materials and lesson plans, recommended teachetgges, and suggested
specific interventions for struggling students.

» Teachers at the different grade levels had difteveaws of how they
benefitted from coaching. First-, second-, anddtigrade teachers frequently
cited that they were better able to help struggiinglents, had generally
improving their teaching, and had become more ¢tfle about the ways
coaching had helped them. Kindergarten teachsssftequently cited ways
that they benefited from coaching.

» First-, second-, and third-grade teachers weremel moderately satisfied
with the coaching they received over the yearadarge proportion of
kindergarten teachers were dissatisfied with tbeaching.

* There was wide variation in teachers’ satisfactidath the professional
development they received over the year, with kigdeen teachers generally
very satisfied, second- and third-grade teacheansrgdly at least moderately
satisfied, and first-grade teachers relativelyatisfed.

Implementation of Child-Centered and Developmental.earning

Child-Centered Practices

Teachers and administrators at the project schieptsrted that many aspects of their
educational philosophy and instructional approaeta® child-centered. More
specifically, they reported that teachers were galyesensitive to children’s
developmental levels and used instructional appreseappropriate to children’s needs.
All kindergarten teachers, and a large majorityeaichers at the other grades, reported
that they generally delivered instruction tailoteceach student’s individual needs,
strengths, and interests. Furthermore, almost¢adihers reported that the curriculum
they used fit well with children’s developmentald¢s.

24 NWREL



Teachers and administrators at each school expragseest in learning more about
child-centered instructional practices.

Opportunities for Personal Exploration and Discovey

Almost all teachers reported that they allowed stisl opportunities for personal
exploration and discovery. Eighty percent of kirg#eten teachers, 81 percent of first-
grade teachers, 60 percent of second-grade teaemer30 percent of third-grade
teachers said they provided students opporturfiirgsersonal exploration and discovery
at least once a week.

Hands-on Learning

Almost all teachers reported structuring handseamrling opportunities for their
students. Ninety percent of kindergarten teacldrgercent of first-grade teachers,

90 percent of second-grade teachers, and 80 pexttntd-grade teachers provided
hands-on learning more than once a week. A mgjofikindergarten and second-grade
teachers reported that they gave students thesetapjies daily or almost daily.

When asked to give examples of how they gave #tedents opportunities for hands-on
learning and how they encouraged their studentsqgoal exploration and discovery,
teachers provided examples such as the following:

| like to give my students opportunities to expereethings hands-on. For
example, an art activity when studying patternsath and symmetry in
plants. They bring in examples of patterns theyisdheir environment. |
try to help them see how the concepts apply to lives.

Each day, students are given 30 minutes of cember focused on personal
exploration and hands-on discovery. | also havadrproject twice a week
in class. The math curriculum allows hand-on disey daily.

Flexible Grouping

SB 5841 established the expectation that K-3 teachehe demonstration projects
would provide students with learning opportuniile$arge-group, small-group, and
individual formats. Previous research has showhhly first grade, students spend the
majority of their class time in whole-group insttioa and that teachers in early primary
grades rarely use small groups as a format foruason (NICHD ECCRN, 2002). For
these reasons, it is important to analyze the @eravhich the smaller class sizes
allowed K-3 teachers in the project schools grd&gibility in tailoring instruction in
whole-group, small-group, and individual formats.

K-3 teachers reported a great deal of flexibilityhe ways they grouped students for

instruction. Large majorities of teachers at alldes reported having students work
independently, in small groups, or in large grodaty or almost daily.
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Classroom observations by NWREL staff members supgdeachers’ perceptions that
they were flexible in shifting from whole-class ingtion to having children work
individually or in small groups. In fact, teachersed two or three different groupings of
students in more than 60 percent of the instruatiperiods observed. This degree of
flexibility is particularly impressive considerinbat NWREL staff members observed
only portions of the instructional day. In obsehgeriods in which teachers used two
instructional formats, the combination of whole4gpanstruction and individual work
was the most common. This combination often oeclwhen, for example, teachers
emphasized a point for the whole class and therthe@dstudents practice what they had
learned.

Whole-group instruction took place in 58 percenthaf instructional segments observed
by NWREL staff members. Small-group activitieskqdace during 39 percent of the
observed instructional segments. Students wergreskindividual work during

77 percent of the observed instructional segmeftse time constituted a major activity
during only one of the 31 observed instructionginsents.

NWREL staff members also observed that the smelldess sizes allowed teachers to
maintain focus on individual students, whethenatbtis were taking place in whole
group, small group, or individual formats. No reativhat the group format, teachers
were able to circulate and give attention to palécchildren. Even in the whole-group
format, with fewer students teachers were ablestgpkstudents involved by querying
individual students and by prompting individuald#uats for contributions.

Not only did the small group sizes contribute te tigh degree of attention that teachers
paid to the needs of individual students, but teelexhibited experience and skill in
doing this effectively.

Rich and Varied Subject Matter

In general, children in K-3 classrooms in the prbgehools receive instruction in
reading, writing, and math daily or almost dailjhey receive instruction in science
more than once a week, but they typically recemstruction in social studies, arts,
health, and language no more often than once a.w&ekajority of teachers at all grade
levels reported that their students received playgiducation more than once a week.

Besides the richness and variety of the subjecteamand the frequency that different
subjects were presented in K-3 classrooms, it mnant to consider how frequently
teachers in the project schools are engaging stsidaémking at higher cognitive
levels—that is, whether students are actively imedlin creative thinking and problem-
solving.
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K-3 teachers in the project schools reported tat dften presented their students with
tasks that exercise their thinking at higher cagaitevels:

* A majority of teachers at all grades reported hgugtudents analyze or evaluate a
problem or situation more than once a week.

» At least 80 percent of teachers at all grades tegdraving their students apply
knowledge to real world situations more than oneeak.

» At least 80 percent of teachers at all grades tegdraving their students connect
knowledge or integrate new learning with previonswledge more than once a
week.

» Third-grade teachers reported that they presedests with challenging
cognitive tasks very frequently. For example, 8€cpnt of third-grade teachers
reported giving students daily or almost daily taskanalyzing and evaluating
situations and problems, and in connecting newnlegrwith previous learning.

Opportunities for Children To Learn and Feel Accomdishment, Diligence,
Creativity, and Confidence

Most teachers reported that they gave their stsdgpportunities to create their own

ideas or concepts more than once a week. Furtlerrableast 70 percent of
kindergarten, first-grade, and third-grade teachepsrted that the curriculum evoked
children’s curiosity, creativity, and initiativeSecond-grade teachers were less optimistic
in that area: Only half agreed that the curricuknoked children’s curiosity, creativity,
and initiative. On the other hand, a majorityedcdhers at all grades reported that the
curriculum led children to recognize their own catgnce.

When asked how they encouraged their studentsiicitgateachers offered examples
such as the following:

Open-ended lessons, where students are challeoggiddover their own
strategies to solving a problem or encouraged fo@sestions, keep journals
of learning, and set personal goals.

| am consistently encouraging my students to fiagsao look at things
differently. My students are involved in centéat @llow for building,
creating, and manipulating objects through usingithmaginations. The
students are encouraged to check their work daily are questioned each
time an activity is completed. | use “free writing my classroom so
students are encouraged to think about their owresgnces and write what
they think.
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Attention to Students’ Social and Emotional Develoment

The fact that teachers are very purposeful abait ghudents’ social and emotional
development is clear from examples they providethefways that they encourage it.

What do you do to develop students’ self-awareneasd self-management skills to
achieve school and life success?

| try to catch them making good self-managemenicelsand encourage the
behavior. | also try to be clear of my expectasiof each issue.

| have my students role-play common occurrencesutitrout a normal
school day. We do an example of a positive intema@nd a negative
interaction.

| have discussions in the classroom about appraerehaviors and why it
is important to have appropriate behavior. We dgchow behavior affects
our academic achievement.

Developed classroom rules with student input. @ our rules often.
Remind students how they wouldn't like others tdibeespectful to them. |
give students responsibilities such as leadindittee | let them make
choices. We talk about behaviors that make a geader, good student ...
Lead the opening.

Students are encouraged to express their emotionsgh classroom
discussions, thinking about good choices, and ac®eraged to be positive.
We work on becoming more organized with their bgilogs and building
responsibility.

What do you do to develop students’ skills in estdishing and maintaining positive
relationships with peers, family, and other peoplén the community?

28

| always encourage children to be kind to each otli&resently, | am giving
out an award daily for a child who is especiallpdi Children are put on the
greatlist for doing above and beyond in any area (acadeb@bavior,
kindness, etc).

We have a buddy class that has helped the stutamtsto relate to other
students in the school. We have many class mseatimdjdiscussions about
how to work with our classmates.

We connect school to home in many ways. We resmgmany holidays and
cultures throughout the year through read-aloudass discussion, and
sharing. | ask students to share with peers theekend plans and after, or
post-weekend adventures. They write about famitlgeir journals. We
study a “neighborhood” unit and make and createegghborhood with art
materials.
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What do you do to develop students’ decision-makingkills and responsible
behaviors in personal, school, and community contéx?

Teach them that they are responsible for their otnmices. Decision is
something personal. They need to think about tilsgipe and negative
outcomes of their decisions and how behavior céectbthers.

We create a list of personal goals both academi @ther goals. We role
play conflict resolution situations, mostly recessiflicts, to help students
solve problems. We cleaned outside for Earth Dayelp raise awareness of
keeping our community clean.

We do a lot of role plays that will introduce ngwsitive strategies for the
students to use, and we talk about why these betsaaie the best way to go
about making decisions.

Give them lots of opportunities to make choiceseklxhoice, where to sit,
where to work - choices on book responses, howltve problems.

| hold high expectations for all of my students gha them a lot of praise
when they bring back homework, bring back signgadsi@nd when they
make the right choice.

Personalized Assessment of Students’ Academic SkjllSocial and Emotional Skill
Development; Critical Thinking and Decision-Making; Motor Skills; and Personal
Interests, Strengths, and Goals

One of the expectations of the K—3 demonstratiajepts was that they would
encourage individual assessment of students’ adaderawledge and skills, their social
and emotional development, and other aspects ofdbeelopment.

Teachers at different grade levels reported varfieguencies with which they assessed
students individually. Third-grade teachers, fxaraple, reported that they conducted
individual assessments more frequently in all atbas teachers at the other grades. In
fact, third grade was the only grade where at lealtthe teachers reported that they
assessed their students individually at least weiekinost areas.

A majority of teachers at all grades reported thay assessed students’ academic
knowledge and skills individually, weekly or moritem. Teachers assessed their
students’ academic knowledge and skills using eetyaof tools—from informal
assessments such as math “problems of the daydlas®tvation of homework and class
work, to periodic progress monitoring with relativstandardized tests, such as DIBELS,
or with tests that accompany the reading and mattcala used in the schools. In
addition to these classroom assessments, theseduassessments used by their district
and the state were also available to them. Takleo8s the district and state tests used
in the project schools at kindergarten throughdthirade.
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Table 3
State, School, and District Measures of Students’ A cademic Achievement
in Project Schools

School Reading Writing Math Other
Barge-Lincoln Theme/Unit Assessment Writing Samples End of Unit
DIBELS (K-3) District (3)

Tejas Lee (K-1)
Progress Monitoring

Bemiss CAP Running Record (K) District (K-3) Unit Tests (K-3) | Social Studies Unit (3)
Running Record (K-2) Common Unit (3) SASL (1-3) Fitness (K-6)
Miscue (3) Science (1-3)
Reading CBA (3) Raven Test (1)

Common Unit (3)

White Center DIBELS (K-3) MAP (3) MAP Language (3)
MAP (3)
CBE (3)

State Tests Fluency and Accuracy (2) WASL (3) WASL (3)
WASL (3) WLPT (K-3 ELL) WAAS (3)
WLPT (K-3 ELL) WAAS (3)
WAAS (3)

At kindergarten, first grade, and second gradenthprity of teachers assessed students’
social and emotional development less often thare arweek (half of the kindergarten
teachers said they did not assess students’ sowlaémotional development). On the
other hand, a majority of third-grade teachers #ag assess students’ social and
emotional development at least weekly. Teachesssastheir students’ social and
emotional development through mostly through infakmeans that grow out of their
everyday interactions. One teacher reflectedpbYesve how children handle situations
and talk to them about why they did what they did.”

Sixty percent of kindergarten teachers, 72 peroefitst-grade teachers, and 50 percent
of second-grade teachers reported that they adthant assess students’ critical-thinking
and decision-making skills, or assess these d&als often than weekly. In contrast,

54 percent of third-grade teachers reported thegt #ssess students’ critical-
thinking/decision-making more than once a week—dgiby through observing students’
problem-solving in the classroom or through cutdtoubased assessments.

Half or more of kindergarten, first-grade, and setgrade teachers reported that they

did not assess students’ motor skill developmeétfdwever, one-half of third-grade
teachers reported assessing motor skill developmerg than once a week. The
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examples that teachers offered of assessmentstof siladlls assessments were all
informal—for example, through observing childremextess or during PE or through
observing children’s handwriting.

A majority of kindergarten, first-grade, and secamudde teachers reported that either
they did not assess students’ personal interastsgshs, or goals, or that they assessed
these areas less frequently than weekly. Howevergjority of third-grade teachers
reported that they assessed these areas at leash oveek. As with assessment of other
non-academic areas, assessment of students’ pkenst@nests, strengths, and goals was
accomplished mostly through informal means, paldity through conversations with
students, examining students’ writing about thetietiests, and observing their choices of
books and activities.

Characteristics of K-3 Classrooms in the Project Swols

The previous sections summarized reports by tea@ra administrators of how the
project schools put in place the structural requests (small classes, coaching,
professional development, and all-day kindergaréew) the features of child-centered
learning identified by SB 5841 as requirementdiierdemonstration projects. This
section reports the results of observations of Bla8srooms in the project schools
conducted by NWREL staff members. Observationgwenducted using the
Classroom Assessment Scoring SygtebASS), developed by Robert Pianta and
colleagues at the University of Virginia (Pianta Raro, & Hamre, 2008). The CLASS
is an observational instrument that captures inédion about three domains of the
guality of preschool through third-grade classrooolsssroom organization, support for
students’ cognitive and language development, amatienal support. Qualities of
classrooms were rated on a scale of 1 to 7, wHermdicates low levels of the
dimension and “7” indicates high levels, indicatofanore favorable conditions in the
classroom.

Classroom Organization
NWREL evaluators rated three dimensions of clagarogyanization in K—3 classrooms
in the project schools. The dimensions and a ldestription are given in Table 4. An

overall rating of classroom organization was carcd#rd as the average of the scores for
the three dimensions.
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Table 4
Dimensions of Organization in K-3 Demonstration Cla  ssrooms

Dimension Description

Behavior Management The teacher’s ability to provide clear behavioral
expectations and use effective methods to prevent and
redirect misbehavior.

Productivity How well the teacher manages instructional time and
classroom routines to keep students involved in learning
activities.

Instructional Learning The ways in which the teacher maximizes students’

Formats interest, engagement, and ability to learn from lessons

and activities.

Average ratings on each dimension of classroomnizgton across all the observations
conducted in the project schools are presenteclinelbs.

Classroom Organization in K-3 g:ﬂgnitration Project Classrooms
Mean
Behavior Management 6.0
Productivity 6.0
Instructional Learning Formats 5.6
Classroom Organization 5.9

Ratings for each dimension of classroom organimatnd the overall index of classroom
organization, were towards the high end of theesc&bllowing is a qualitative summary
of the observations by NWREL staff members concgruiimensions of organization in
K-3 classrooms in the project schools.

Students’ behavior was well-managdd the classrooms observed by NWREL staff
members, there were clear rules for behavior tleaewnderstood by everyone in the
classroom. Teachers monitored the students efédgtand consistently so that problems
didn’t develop. Teachers praised students indadigifor desirable behavior and were
able to manage misbehavior without taking signiftdame away from other students’
learning. Students were, for the most part, ok sl well behaved. When students
transitioned from one activity to another, they s@with a minimum of fuss and
disorder.
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Students were on-taski eachers had lesson plans that kept studentgedgamd
minimized the amount of time that activities sustsatup and transitions took away from
learning. Most students seemed to know what thengwsupposed to be doing.

Teachers varied their presentation formafeachers incorporated a variety of materials
and modalities—including audio-visual equipment-seittteir presentations. Computers
however, were used infrequently in the segmenterebd by NWREL staff members.

Support for Students’ Cognitive and Language Develoment

During their classroom observations, NWREL evaltsatsed the CLASS to rate three
dimensions of the ways that K-3 teachers in thgpt@chools supported children’s
language and cognitive development. A brief dgsiom of each dimension is given in
Table 6.

Table 6
Dimensions of Support for Cognitive and Language De  velopment
in K-3 Demonstration Classrooms

Dimension Description

Concept Development The degree to which the teacher focuses on understanding
rather than rote learning and how well the teacher promotes
students’ higher-order thinking skills.

Quality of Feedback The degree to which the teacher provides feedback that
expands students’ learning and encourages them to participate
actively.

Language Modeling How the teacher uses language to stimulate and engage
children.

An overall index of instructional support was cousted as the average of the scores for
all three dimensions. Average ratings for eachedision of support for cognitive and
language development during the instructional segsneébserved by NWREL staff
members are presented in Table 7.

Table 7
Support for Cognitive and Language Development
in K-3 Demonstration Project Classrooms

Mean
Concept Development 4.1
Quality of Feedback 5.1
Language Modeling 5.0
Overall 4.7
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Following is a qualitative summary of the ratindshe support for cognitive and
language development in K-3 classrooms in the dstration project schools.

Teachers occasionally encouraged thinking at higbgnitive levels The overall rating
of 4.1 for concept development reflects that faet while teachers did occasionally
encourage students’ thinking at higher cognitiveele—both through their presentations
and through the feedback they provided to studeatgreat deal of the classroom
activities observed by NWREL evaluators were obta nature. For example, teachers
sometimes asked why and how questions, but at tthes did not take opportunities to
engage students at higher levels.

Teachers provided ample feedbadkeachers called on students frequently and geali
students with prompt feedback; but, at the same,tteachers called on students to
explain their thinking in detail relatively infreqaotly. Furthermore, teachers sometimes
provided additional information that expanded stigleunderstanding; but there was
little sustained discussion with students, whetherinstructional format was individual
work, small group, or whole class. In generalckesis were ample with praise for
successful efforts by students.

Teachers frequently engaged students in discuss$iogeneral, teachers talked regularly
with their students. However, conversations behneachers and students typically had
a limited back-and-forth quality. Teachers somesrasked questions that invited the
students to respond using complex language, bunh#jerity of their questions required
students to give only short answers.

Emotional Climate in K-3 Classrooms in Project Schols

NWREL evaluators rated four dimensions of the dqualf the emotional support
provided to children in K-3 classrooms in the pcogchools. A brief description of the
four dimensions is given in Table 8. In the sumyrtalow, higher scores for Negative
Climate indicate more desirable outcomes—thaessregativity in the classroom. An
overall rating of emotional support was constru@sdhe average of the scores for the
four dimensions.

Table 8
Dimensions of Emotional Support for Students in K-3 Classrooms
Dimension Description
Positive Climate Reflects the emotional connection between the teacher and

students and among students and the warmth, respect, and
enjoyment communicated by verbal and nonverbal interactions.

Negative Climate Reflects expressed negativity such as anger, hostility, or
aggression exhibited by teachers and/or students in the
classroom.

Teacher Sensitivity Teachers’ awareness of and responsiveness to students’
academic and emotional concerns.

Regard for Student The degree to which teachers’ interactions with students and

Perspectives classroom activities place an emphasis on students’ interests,

motivations, and points of view.
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Average ratings for each dimension of emotionapsupobserved in K-3 classrooms in
the project schools are given in Table 9.

Levels of Emotional Support in K-f;rgglrignstration Pr  oject Classrooms
Mean
Positive Climate 6.2
Negative Climate 7.0
Teacher Sensitivity 6.1
Regard for Student Perspectives 4.3
Emotional Support 5.9

Ratings for Positive Climate, Negative Climate, dmécher Sensitivity were towards the
high end of the scale, as was the overall lev@rabtional Support. The rating for
Regard for Student Perspectives was slightly lowemarily because students had
relatively little choice about instructional acties during the periods observed by
NWREL staff members. Following is a qualitativersuary of observations of
emotional support for children in K-3 classrooms$hi@ demonstration project schools.

Classroom climate was highly positivén the K—3 classrooms visited by NWREL staff
members, there were many signs that teachers adents enjoyed cordial and respectful
relationships with each other. For example, teacfiequently used “please” in making
requests of students and “thank you” in acknowledgitudents’ contributions. In
addition, there were frequent displays of positiffect by the teacher and students and
most children seemed to enjoy being in their ctassr.

Negative climate was nonexistenteachers and students did not display strongtieg
affect and rarely, if ever, displayed even mild ategty when, for example, getting
students back on task. In the segments observBWWREL staff members, teachers
never yelled or resorted to threats to maintairtrobn The high rating of 7 for Negative
Climate reflects the fact thAlWREL staff members did not observe a single exaaipl
teachers displaying anger, hostility, or aggressiowards a child.

Teachers consistently displayed sensitivity to etusf needs Teachers appeared
consistently mindful of students who needed extggsrt, assistance, or attention and
seemed to have planned appropriate learning aesvibr them. NWREL staff members
observed several classrooms where children withiapeeeds were working on
activities their teacher had picked especiallytf@m. Teachers generally seemed very
tuned-in to their students and responded appratyiabth to students’ learning needs
and their social and emotional needs. In turddotn appeared very comfortable
interacting with their teachers.
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Teachers showed regard for student perspectiVeachers were at all times respectful of
their students; but nevertheless, during the perataserved by NWREL staff members
there was little, if any, organization of instractiin direct response to students’ interests.
This is not to say that lessons were conductedaiyswhat were unmindful of students’
interests and experiences, merely that the leamngegdas seemed wholly determined by
teachers. (This is perhaps not surprising in threeoit educational environment that
demands that teachers adhere closely to stateragasi@andards).
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Students’ Progress in Academic, Social, and Emoti@h Areas

The interim report examines third-grade WASL resirtreading and mathematics, K-3
DIBELS results for Barge-Lincoln and White Centand second-grade Running Record
results for Bemiss

WASL Results

The discussion of WASL results begins with compmarssof progress in the project
schools, their districts, and the state over tls freee years.

Table 10 presents the percentage of Bemiss stunergsng or exceeding the third-grade
WASL standard for proficiency in reading comparedhe Spokane School District and
Washington state.

Table 10
Bemiss Third-Grade Reading Proficiency
Year Bemis Spokane State
2005-2006 57.1% 66.8% 68.3%
2006-2007 67.9% 71.3% 70.9%
2007-2008 60.7% 71.9% 70.4%

A review of Table 10 shows an increase in the peege of Bemiss students meeting or
exceeding the standard for proficiency between 20086 and 2006—2007, with a
decline between 2006—2007 and 2007-2008.

Table 11 shows the percentage of students meetiegceeding the standard for
proficiency on the third-grade WASL math assessrfmmBemiss compared to the
Spokane School District and Washington state.

Table 11
Bemiss Third-Grade Math Proficiency
Year Bemis Spokane State
2005-2006 59.7% 66.7% 64.2%
2006-2007 70.4% 74.3% 69.6%
2007-2008 74.2% 74.5% 68.3%

A review of Table 11 shows an increase in the peege of Bemiss students meeting or
exceeding the standard for proficiency in math eaeadr over the three-year period.
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Table 12 shows the percentage of students meetiegceeding the standard for

proficiency on the third-grade WASL reading assessnfor Barge-Lincoln compared to

the Yakima District and Washington State.

Table 12
Barge Lincoln Third-Grade Reading Proficiency
Year Barge-Lincoln Yakima State
2005-2006 39.1% 51.3% 68.3%
2006-2007 44.6% 57.5% 70.9%
2007-2008 40.7% 56.1% 70.4%

A review of Table 12 shows an increase in the pdegge of Barge-Lincoln students
meeting or exceeding the standard for proficiemcyeading between 2005-2006 and
2006-2007, with a decline between 2006—2007 and-21D8.

Table 13 presents a comparison of the percentaBargke-Lincoln students meeting or
exceeding the standard for proficiency on the tgmrade WASL math assessment
compared to the Yakima School District and Washingttate.

Table 13
Barge Lincoln Third-Grade Math Proficiency

Year Barge-Lincoln Yakima State
2005-2006 22.8% 38.1% 64.2%
2006-2007 29.3% 49.8% 69.6%
2007-2008 34.9% 53.4% 68.3%

A review of Table 13 indicates that there has kmeimcrease in the percentage of Barge-
Lincoln students meeting or exceeding the stanftardroficiency in math over the three
year period from 2005-2006 to 2007—-2008.
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Table 14 shows the percentage of students meetiegceeding the standard for
proficiency on the third-grade WASL reading assessnfor White Center compared to
the Highline School District and Washington state.

Table 14
White Center Third-Grade Reading Proficiency
Year White Center Highline State
2005-2006 37.3% 57.0% 68.3%
2006-2007 43.9% 58.9% 70.9%
2007-2008 42.9% 61.6% 70.4%

A review of Table 14 shows an increase in the paage of White Center students
meeting or exceeding the standard for proficienstyvieen 2005-2006 and 2006—2007,
with a slight decline between 2006—-2007 and 200@820

Table 15 presents a comparison of the percentaggidénts meeting or exceeding the
standard for proficiency on the third-grade WASLtmassessment for White Center

compared to the Highline School District and Wagton state.

Table 15
White Center Third-Grade Math Proficiency
Year White Center Highline State
2005-2006 50.8% 51.0% 64.2%
2006-2007 43.9% 56.6% 69.6%
2007-2008 43.7% 58.3% 68.3%

A review of Table 15 shows a decrease in the péaigerof students meeting or the
standard for proficiency in math between 2005-280& 2006—2007, and virtually no
change between 2006—2007 and 2007-2008.

Figures 8 and 9 present WASL reading and mathtseful continuously-enrolled low-
income students in the project schools, theiridistrand the state over the past two
years. Results are presented for low-income stadetause the racial and ethnic
populations of the project schools are very difféfeom each other (and from many
other schools in their districts and the state) viduat they have in common is a very high
proportion of students eligible for free or redugeite lunch. Consequently, looking at
the achievement of low-income students providesaganable basis of comparison.
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Figure 8 and Figure 9 show that the achievemeluveincome White Center third-
graders improved from 2007 to 2008 in both readind math, although low-income
third-graders at White Center met standard at loas in both subjects than low-
income third graders in Highline and Washington.

Figure 8
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The achievement of low-income Barge-Lincoln thirdders improved from 2007 to
2008 in math, but declined in reading. Low-incaimied-graders at Barge-Lincoln met
the WASL standard at lower rates in both subjdws similar students in Yakima and
Washington.

The percentage of low-income third-graders medtieg/VASL standard declined from
2007 to 2008 at Bemiss in both reading and mathow&r proportion of low-income
third-graders met the 2008 reading standard at &sthan in Spokane and Washington;
however, the proportion of low-income third-graderseting the math standard was
higher in Bemiss than in Spokane and in Washingginally, in analyzing 2008 WASL
results for the project schools, it is importanhtie that the proportion of low-income
third-graders demonstrating proficiency declinedestridefrom 2007 to 2008 in both

reading and math.

Matched Sample Analysis

The results reported in this section are basedthiot+-grade students in the project
schools who were continuously-enrolled and whodwtes for both the reading and

math sections of the 2008 WASL. A comparison grobthird graders from the same

district was selected to match the demographicacteristics of the third-graders in each
of the project schools. The comparison groups wezated using specialized softwére.
Table 16 shows that the demographic characteristittse students selected as

comparisons closely matched the characteristitiseo$tudents in the project schools.

Table 16
Characteristics of Third-Graders in Project Schools

and in Comparison Groups

Spokane District Yakima District Highline District ‘
Matched | Barge- | Matched | White Matched
Bemiss | Students | Lincoln | Students| Center | Students
n=56 n=56 n=81 n=81 n=63 n=63
American Indian 4% 4% 1% 2% 0% 0%
Asian 4% 0% 2% 0% 44% 46%
Black 5% 5% 4% 2% 22% 21%
Hawaiian 7% 7% 0% 1% 0% 0%
Hispanic 0% 2% 83% 84% 27% 27%
Multi 11% 14% 0% 0% 0% 0%
White 68% 68% 10% 10% 6% 6%
ELL 11% 7% 46% 46% 24% 17%
FR Lunch 86% 86% 95% 95% 79% 78%
Special Education 18% 21% 6% 6% 8% 6%

* Daniel Ho, Elizabeth Stuart, Kosuke Imai and Géiryg (2008). Matchlt. R package version 2.4-7.
http://gking.harvard.edu/matchit/
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Figure 10 compares percentages of third-graddiseiproject schools meeting WASL
standards in reading and mathematics to the pegesiof matching groups of students
meeting the standards.

Figure 10
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Third-grade students in the project schools mesgrang 2008 WASL reading standard
at lowerrates compared to matching students drawn fromdistricts. However, in
mathematics, students in two of the project schomsstandard at higheates than
matching students.

Table 17 presents DIBELS results for Barge-Linaha White Center, their districts,
and the state as a whole. Tbgnamic Indicators of Basic Early Literacy Skills
(DIBELS) are short assessments of students’ eiehaty skills. DIBELS is required
K-3 in Reading First schools in Washington. FigureTable 17 for Highline and
Yakima exclude results for White Center and Bargesaln.

Kindergarten students in White Center made progresssimilar to kindergarten
students in other Reading First schools in Highéind in Washington. However, first,
second-, and third-grade students at White Cengéglentess progress than students in the
same grades at other Reading First schools in Higlind other Reading First schools in
Washington.

In general, kindergarten, first-, and second-gitddents at Barge-Lincoln made
progress equal to or better than the progressidests in the same grades in other
Reading First schools in Yakima and in Washingtanthird grade, however, progress
at Barge-Lincoln lagged progress in other Readingf Bchools in Yakima and in
Washington.
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Table 17
Percentage of Students at the DIBELS Benchmark
Fall 2007 and Spring 2008

Kindergarten First Second Third

Fall Spring Fall Spring Fall Spring Fall $pring
Washington 24% 86% 71% 70% 53% 59% 51% 61%
White Center 13% 87% 66% 61% 43% 43% 62% 46%
Highline 27% 86% 67% 68% 59% 63% 51% 59%
Barge-Lincoln 21% 90% 80% 83% 43% 49% 46% 46%
Yakima 22% 85% 7% 2% 60% 56% 53% 60%

Table 18 presents fall and spring second-grade iRgriRecords results for Spokane and
Bemiss over the past seven years. Running Reeoedests of the number of words a
student reads correctly over a specified perioihoé. Figures in Table 18 are the
average number of words read correctly in thediatl spring and the average fall-to-
spring gain in words read correctly.

Table 18
Second-Grade Fall and Spring Second Running Records Results
Bemiss and Spokane 2005-2008

Spokane Bemiss
Year Fall Spring Gain Fall Spring Gain
2004-05 20.6 28.1 7.5 17.3 25.8 8.4
2005-06 21.2 28.1 6.9 15.8 22.7 6.9
2006-07 21.7 28.4 6.7 15.2 25.1 9.8
2007-08 21.8 28.5 6.7 16.3 25.7 9.4

Table 18 shows that second graders at Bemiss Hegjiyear and end the year behind
other Spokane second graders in reading, but & thi the past four years they increased
their reading ability from fall to spring fasterath other second graders in Spokane.

Summary of Students’ Reading and Math Achievement

Review of assessment results produces a mixedrpiofistudents’ achievement in the
project schools. When third-grade WASL resultsthar project schools are compared to
results from previous years, only White Center sémwnprovement from 2007 to 2008
in both reading and math. When 2008 third-gradeSVAesults for the project schools
are compared to results in schools of similar aizé demographics, the picture is again
mixed—in some cases project schools show higheeaement and in some cases
comparison schools show higher achievement.
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Students’ Social and Emotional Development

K-3 teachers in the project schools completed wesuhat asked them to estimate the
proportion of children in their classrooms who skdvdesirable social and emotional

behaviors. The target behaviors were taken frallithois Standards for Social

Emotional Learnindor children in the early primary grades.

Table 19 gives the overall percentages of K-3 teiackstimating how many of their
students were consistently able to display eackalkacd emotional behavior.

Table 19
Teachers' Estimates of Students' Social-Emotional D evelopment

Less Than | Around | Around | Around All Or
What percentage of your students are able to 10% 25% Half 75% Nearly All
Identify Emotions 13% 13% 13% 51% 11%
Control Impulsive Behavior 6% 13% 26% 43% 13%
Identify Likes, Needs, Strengths 4% 11% 26% 36% 23%
Identify Strengths in Family, Peers, School, Community 13% 26% 26% 36% 0%
Describe Importance of School for Personal Goals 6% 15% 21% 45% 13%
Identify Goals for Academic Success / Classroom Behavior 2% 13% 26% 43% 17%
Recognize that Others Have Different Perceptions 4% 26% 30% 35% 4%
Identify Others' Feeling / Perspective 7% 17% 37% 33% 7%
Describe How People Are Similar or Different 2% 11% 20% 50% 17%
Describe Others' Positive Qualities 2% 11% 20% 52% 15%
Identify Ways to Work and Play With Others 0% |4% 22% 50% 24%
Demonstrate Appropriate Social /Classroom Behaviors 0% 7% 24% 41% 28%
Identify Problems and Conflicts Experienced by Peers 0% 13% 22% 41% 24%
Identify Approaches to Resolving Conflicts 2% 20% 33% 30% 15%
Explain Why Unprovoked Attacks Are Wrong 7% 22% 24% 28% 20%
Identify Social Norms 2% 28% 28% 33% 9%
Identify Range of Decisions Students Make at School 0% 22% 37% 17% 24%
Make Positive Choices When Interacting with Classmates 0% 9% 20% 52% 20%
Identify and Perform Roles that Contribute to Classroom 0% 11% 11% 43% 35%
Identify and Perform Roles that Contribute to Family 0% 13% 28% 35% 24%

44 NWREL



Figure 11 shows examples of two important socidl@motional behaviors for which
teachers perceive favorable trends in childrenieetbgment over time. Tracing the
development of particular social and emotional bedra as a function of the
demonstration project is beyond the scope of thidys However, Table 19 and
Figure 11 are useful in calling attention to bdtl tange of social and emotional
behaviors demonstrated by children in early prin@agsrooms and to children’s
increasing competence in these behaviors over time.

Figure 11
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Social and Emotional Behaviors

Greatest Accomplishments of the First Year of the
Demonstration Projects

Perspective of OSPI

OSPI reported that the demonstration projects legdif to develop a sense of what they
hoped to accomplish through the grant and had argdrthemselves to accomplish their
goals. As a result of participating in the P-3 ppsium and other activities related to the
demonstration projects, they see themselves plaingportant part in developing
understanding of integrated P—3 systems.

Perspectives of District and Building Administrators
When asked about benefits that the grant had btdadheir schools, school and district
administrators universally extolled the benefitdhad smaller classes. More specifically,

they reported that the smaller classes had bedd&tchers, students, and parents in the
following ways:
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» Teachers were able to work effectively during chagh all students,
including those who needed additional assistance.

» Teachers had fewer student discipline problems.

» Teachers were able to get to know their studeritetb@nd address their needs
more effectively.

» Teachers were able to utilize student-centereduasbnal activities more
effectively.

* Teachers were able to teach one-on-one with stadeate often during their
class.

* Teachers were more successful in contacting parents
* Teachers were more aware of where each child waeaacally.

* Teachers were able to have more comprehensivesgistis about individual
students. By having time to review student wole, focus of meetings had
changed.

» Teachers had time to assess student progress Iftemeaad develop more
personalized interventions to address specific sieed

* Teachers had the time and were willing to reachaodtstrengthen
collaborative relationships with the Pre-Kindergartommunities.

» Teachers experienced an overall reduction in stress

School and district administrators also reported #hl-day kindergarten had important
effects on the development of students’ skillsrtli@rmore, one administrator shared an
interesting discovery that students attending theéay kindergarten had an increased
feeling of belonging compared to students partiongain half-day kindergarten
programs in other schools. The administrator letiehat increased opportunities to
attend school assemblies and participate in muglgaysical education classes had
drawn children in all-day kindergarten closer te fithool.

Finally, administrators reported that the grantiwaied schools to learn more about
working collaboratively with pre-kindergarten teachin aligning curriculum and
become more systematic in assessing the sociarmaontional needs of their students.
These topics will be explored in more detail in $eeond year of the evaluation.
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Perspectives of Teachers

As might be expected, K-3 teachers in the projgubals reported that smaller classes
benefited their teaching in many ways (Figure 129r example, large majorities of
teachers reported that smaller classes helpedkhem their students better, gave them
more time for individual students, made them bedtde to meet students’ needs, allowed
them more flexibility in choosing instructional appches, and helped them keep track of
students’ progress.

Figure 12
O Time for Individual Students @ Better Classroom Management
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» All kindergarten teachers said that smaller class giaee them more time for
individual students, improved their classroom mamagnt, allowed them to
know students better, made them better able to steéénts’ needs, and helped
them keep track of the progress of individual stusle

» Almost all first-grade teachers said that smallasges gave them more time for
individual students, made them better able to rsegtents’ needs, and allowed
them more flexibility in choosing instructional appches.

» Almost all second-grade teachers said that smalsses gave them more time
for individual students, helped them know studétiser, made them better able
to meet students’ needs, and made them bettetabieck the progress of
individual students

» All third-grade teachers said that the smaller cliasshelped them get to know
students better, helped them meet students’ nesttés band helped them keep

® The graph shows the percentages of teachersfidagtivays that smaller classes helped them. Texach
were instructed to identify all the ways that smiatilasses helped them respond to students.
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track of the progress of individual students. Altrasthird-grade teachers
reported that smaller classes allowed them more tomindividual students.

Figure 13 summarizes K—3 teachers’ reports of Wagsstudents benefited from smaller
classes.

Figure 13
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The benefits of smaller class sizes most commatéy dy teachers across K—3 were that
children participated more actively, learned moost each other, and got to know each
other better. Table 20 shows that teachers inlifferent grades had different
perceptions of how their students benefited fromalfanclasses.

Table 20
Grade-Level Patterns in Teachers’ Perceptions of How Students Benefit From Small Classes
Benefit For Students Kindergarten First Second  Thir d

Participate more actively X X X
Know each other better X X X
Learned more X
Learn more from each other X X X
Behave better X X
Stay on-task more X
Finish class work X X
Ask for help X X
Positive attitude toward learning X X

® The graph shows the percentages of teachersfidagteach way that smaller classes helped students
teachers were instructed to identify all that agxhli
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Following is a sample of responses offered by teectvhen asked to comment on ways
that the smaller class sizes had been particutemgficial.

Small class size creates a sense of family bettheeieacher and students.
There is more time to get to know the special le@rmeeds and provide that
help to each student.

| can individualize better. | feel like a tutor readhan a teacher. | have
enjoyed being able to truly teach each studentait fevel. | see more
progress for each one.

| have been able to work with each kid or group enofhe class
environment has been wonderful. There is roonthfekids to move around
and work.

Easier to have small groups working simultaneousligting to work with
me. More one-on-one time with students. Classtigs crowded.

| have gotten to know my students so much morepansmnal level.
Classroom management has been easier in several wiagnsitions are
smoother and | can spend more time individuallyeassg each student’s
work. Report cards and formal assessments do ketda much time to
complete. | can get back to parents quicker angehraore confidence when
talking to them about their child. There is alsormtime for different
activities.

| am able to teach math, reading, and writing thagblyeach day. | am
able to pull kids aside to give more individualizestruction.

My students have formed a stronger community veitih @ther. Small
groups are more focused and the students are ctablerwith each other.
The students have a lot more opportunity to shatadeas and be heard.
They know they have my attention when they neeadlithey have more time
to spend on an activity. Transitions do not takéamg and the students are
more focused.

With fewer of them, they get more of me. Thehleto share ideas more
frequently. Kids who are struggling can get heljicger. The flow of the
classroom is smoother. There is more room witlefdads. We have room
to work on the floors, tables, etc. We can manetheclassroom without
running into each other!

They have more access to me for help. We alldsglrushed and they know

| will get to them more often. They have becomeepatient and
independent.
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Perspectives of Parents

Parents interviewed by NWREL staff members spokg favorably of the smaller
classes and were eager to identify specific wagsgimaller classes had helped their
children. The following comments illustrate opingoreported to NWREL staff members
by a number of parents:

Last yeammy child attended school in a district that had largéasses —
the teacher there knew my son’s test scores. yBaishis teacher knows
where he’s weak and where he’s strong in his stsjedis teacher also
knows his personality and his behavior.

Because of the help she got from her teacher, mgldar went from
being a timid reader to being a confident readefront of the class.

My son’s work is better this year because he gaemorrection from the
teacher and he was able to polish his work bettanthe previously did in
a larger class.

Smaller classes help teachers to group childrenenaffectively—that
helped my son connect with his classmates to tieatethat he mentioned
more names of classmates this year than in prewieass.

Several parents pointed out that over the yeahegagrovided them with frequent
reports of their child’s progress. Several paremisle a point of emphasizing that
home/school communication improved this year dutécsmaller class size.

NWREL staff members also interviewed parents ofdcan in all-day kindergarten.
These parents felt that, overall, their childrejustdd quickly to the full-day program

and that their children were interested in schoal proud of their learning. Parents were
very pleased with the progress their children nads the year. Several commented
that they appreciated how quickly teachers gontmvktheir students by name. Parents
who had older children enrolled in part-day kindetgn were definite in asserting that
the full-day program was superior in every way—ijgatarly in combination with a

small class size.
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SUMMARY OF FINDINGS

Structural components in place. During the 2007—2008 school year, all three
participating schools made important progress ireliging programs to increase the
academic and social and emotional readiness ofgyobidren. The study found that the
structural components specified in Senate Bill 5@44., all day-kindergarten, 18:1
student—teacher ratio, half-time instructional ¢gamnd professional development) were
all in place at the participating schools. Coaghand professional development were
provided at each school before the project begatnthie beginning of the project marked
the first time that all the project schools hadhbalt-day kindergarten and smaller classes
in kindergarten through third grade. Implemensngaller classes in conjunction with
all-day kindergarten required readying additionatsrooms, procuring additional
facilities, busing students, and increasing stgffor additional music and physical
education classes.

Initially, all three districts approached OSPI &atditional clarification regarding
allowable expenditures and expected outcomes. @ixaitial hurdle was overcome,
schools began developing plans, seeking profedsievalopment opportunities, and
prioritizing different components within their edatimnal programs to enhance or
change.

Building collaborative relationships with community early childhood service
providers begun in earnest All three schools began conferring with the yaHildhood
providers in their communities to explore ways iniet they could work together to
build collaborative PK—3 systems to further thedieass of at-risk children for school.
Some schools have initiated discussions with pneldiigarten staff members related to
aligning their academic, social, and emotional exg@ns, benchmarks, and
assessments. During the year, schools activeticgpated in training and symposiums
on PK-3 programs, including a visit to the New Siho Seattle, which has strong PK-3
relationships, and developed joint planning comemgtwith early childhood leaders.
During the 2008-2009 school year, evaluators witestigate progress on these PK-3
partnerships and describe program changes thdt fiesn them.

Positive classroom environment is supportive of stient academic, social, and
emotional progress The study analyzed progress in academic achienefrom two
different vantage points—short-term outcomes andi@rm outcomes. One important
measure of the success of the demonstration psagthie degree to which they increase
the percentage of at-risk students meeting or ekiegeroficiency on the third-grade
reading and math WASL assessments. A comparistnoyear's WASL scores to
those of prior years does not show significant glearin the level of proficiency.
However, it should be noted that while it is certpireasonable to expect that the
demonstration projects will help students achienadigiency on WASL, the 2008 results
reflect outcomes for students who had experienodédane year of the enriched
education environment that the demonstration pteje®ated. The second year of the
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evaluation will again examine WASL results and tbsults of other assessments; but, in
addition, it will examine other examples of studemiork across the grade levels. Doing
so will throw light on the immediate effects of ttlemonstration project.

Influencing WASL scores tends to require a longaraon than the initial year of a new
program. However, the study did find encouragingrsterm outcomes that are likely to
have a positive effect on assessment scores lotigerun. One fundamental change
reported by administrators and teachers, and coratdd by observations by NWREL
staff members, was increased student participatiaclassroom activities. Children are
asking more questions; they are learning from edlcér; they know their fellow students
and teachers better; they feel more connectedhmogcthey have more opportunities to
work independently, in small groups, and in largeugs; and they have more
opportunities for hands-on personal exploration @sdovery. All of these short-term
outcomes, that resulting primarily because of thalkclass sizes and all-day
kindergarten, keep students more motivated and footessed—two essential precursors
to higher achievement.

Teachers reported many ways that smaller clask®geal them to work more effectively
with students. Teachers reported spending moreorene time with students. They
felt they had greater flexibility to choose diffatenstructional approaches that would
meet the needs of individual students and assksteping closer track of each
individual's progress. Knowing the needs of edtitdcallowed teachers to more
effectively personalize interventions to meet tlspiecific needs. The small class sizes
allowed teachers to provide immediate assistangadividual students in the classroom,
while the rest of the class continued to be agtieglgaged in other activities. Because it
took less time for students to move from one afgtitd another, teachers had more class
time to involve students in a wider variety of egigg and varied activities.

Observations of K—3 classrooms in the project slsheabstantiated teachers’ reports of
enriched interactions with students. NWREL staéfimiers observed that classroom
activities flowed smoothly, children were on-tasgchers were able to direct attention to
children who needed extra help, and teachers waeet@ shift instructional formats from
whole group to small group to individual work vdlgxibly. In addition, NWREL staff
members observed that the social and emotionabtdiof the classrooms was good, and
that interactions between teachers and studentsmarked by mutual respect.

Measuring the program impact on student socialeandtional development was more
problematic during the initial year of the projet/ashington does not have established
statewide benchmarks and required assessmentapandf the schools had systematic
methods in place for assessing social and emotamalopment. However, teachers and
administrators report that that the project is fposly influencing student attitudes
towards school and learning. For example, teaale@arted that students were more
actively engaged in enhancing their self-awarersdtmanagement skills, social skills,
and behavioral skills. Kindergarten children reépdrfeeling more connected to their
schools because they were participating in motbefife of their school (e.g.,
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assemblies, enrichment programs). Children weneractively engaged with peers in
school activities designed to teach and increasialsand decision-making skills.

One noteworthy development is that all schoolseaporing ways to more
systematically assess the social and emotionasadgnt of their students. One
development that evaluators will be watching clpsekthe piloting at Bemiss of the
DESA (Devereux Elementary Student Strength Assesystmal and emotional
assessment. This same company produces the DE&4eux Early Childhood
Assessme)ta nationally normed assessment of within-chifotgctive factors in
preschool children aged two to five, which is ubgdb8 percent of Pre—Kindergarten
programs in Washington. If successful, this insteat could assist schools and early
childhood service providers in developing comprainenPK-3 programs. If
appropriate, the data from the pilot test will bedrporated into the final report.

Parents see positive program effects on their chitdn. Parents interviewed by
NWREL staff members spoke very favorable of smialéses and pointed to specific
ways that small classes helped their children:

* Increased one-on-one time with teachers

* Increased personal connection with teachers ardatliter students
* Improved communication with teachers about childr@nogress

* Improvement in children’s learning and the quatifytheir work

Parents of children in all-day kindergarten feétttheir children adjusted well to the all-
day program and were making excellent progress.

Project schools made notable progress in areas idéred by research as

contributing to improved outcomes for children in the early primary grades. The
following table summarizes findings from the prajschools in 12 areas identified by
research as contributing to improved outcomesHtddien in kindergarten through third
grade.
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Table 21
Research Findings and Findings from Project Schools

Research Findings Concerning Effective Instruction

in Early Primary Grades and

Findings from Project Schools

Research Finding:

School Finding:

Children who attend full-day kindergarten do better on tests of reading, math and
science.’

Full-day kindergarten is offered at the project schools. Parents and teachers reported
positive effects on participating children.

Research Finding:

School Finding:

Smaller classes in the early school years produce higher achievement.”

Average K-3 class size was below 18.

Research Finding:

School Finding:

Child-centered instruction that emphasizes children’s exploration and construction of
knowledge produces superior results for some outcomes.®

Project schools are exploring ways of incorporating child-centered instructional
practices.

Research Finding:

School Finding:

Parental involvement contributes to children’s success in school.*

Teachers reported improved communication with parents. Parents reported receiving
more frequent and more detailed information about their children.

Research Finding:

School Finding:

Research Finding: Classrooms where children’s behavior is well-managed also
advance children’s Iearning.5

Children in K-3 classrooms in the project schools were well-behaved and classroom
activities flowed smoothly.

Research Finding:

School Finding:

Well-organized lessons and sequences of lessons promote students’ Iearning.6

Lesson plans kept students on-task and minimized the amount of time that activities
such as setup and transitions took away from learning.

Research Finding:

School Finding:

Instructional formats that keep students engaged and interested are desirable.’

Teachers exhibited great flexibility in shifting grouping arrangements from whole-class
to small-group and individual work. In addition, teachers incorporated a variety of
materials and modalities—including audio-visual equipment—into their presentations.

Research Finding:

School Finding:

Timely and high-quality feedback from teachers improves students’ engagement and
achievement.

Teachers called on students frequently and provided students with prompt feedback,
but at the same time, teachers called on students to explain their thinking in detail
relatively infrequently.

Research Finding:

School Finding:

Students make greater gains in achievement when teachers stimulate their higher order
thinking skills.’

In the instructional segments observed by NWREL staff members, many classroom
activities were of a rote nature, but teachers occasionally encouraged students’ thinking
at higher cognitive levels.
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Research Findings and Findings from Project Schools (continued)

Research Findings Concerning Effective Instruction in Early Primary Grades and
Findings from Project Schools

Research Finding:

School Finding:

Children’s language skills develop when teachers engage them in conversations that
require advanced language and thinking.*

In sessions observed by NWREL staff members, teachers talked regularly with their
students. Teachers sometimes asked questions that required answers using complex
language; however, the majority of their questions required students to give short
answers. There was little extended discussion involving complex language by either
teachers or students.

Positive and supportive classroom climate supports children’s Iearning.ll

School Finding:

The social and emotional climate of K-3 classrooms was good and interactions between
teachers and students were marked by mutual respect.

Research Finding:

School Finding:

Classrooms where teachers are sensitive to students’ needs promote positive social
and learning outcomes.*?

Teachers generally seemed very tuned-in to their students and responded appropriately
both to students’ learning needs and their social and emotional needs. In turn, children
appeared very comfortable interacting with their teachers.
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Research Findings and Findings from Project School§able
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Additional Areas for Review During the 2008-2009 Swol Year.

In addition to reviewing program implementationydgnts’ test results, and steps schools
are taking to assess students’ social and emotd@vadlopment, evaluators will also
investigate:

* Ongoing school and district planning related toc#peDemonstration Project
requirements and objectives.

* Quality of types of students’ work, including speaducation and ELL
students.

* How coaching and professional development advapeeifsc child-centered
instructional assessment practices.

» Challenges to realizing project requirements anketations, particularly
making curriculum rich and varied, increasing ctahterness of
instructional programs, and promotion during tharygased on demonstrated
mastery of primary skills in reading and math versad-of-year
advancement.

» Linkages between preschool programs (Head Startcal®, etc.) and
kindergarten programs.
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APPENDIX A
Social and Emotional Standards
» Washington State Early Learning Social Emotional Cnpetencies

e lllinois Board of Education Social and Emotional Gails,
Standards and Benchmarks



Washington State Early Learning Social-Emotional Canpetencies
for Entering Kindergarteners

Trusts and interacts with familiar adults
» Shows confidence and positive feelings about iatips with significant adults such as teachers
» Interacts with adults respectfully and appropriatelg., not interrupting)

Seeks assistance from adults when needed
» Demonstrates understanding of when to bring issuadult attention
» Asks questions before deviating from rules andinest

Develops friendships with peers
» Gives social support to others (e.g., offers t@lepeer)
» Follows suggestions given by a friend about hopwrticeed in their plan
» Maintains friendships with two or more peers

Cooperates with peers
» Shares materials with other children
« Sustains interactions by cooperating, helping,isgaand suggesting new ideas for activities
e Completes simple projects with other children
Plays different roles with children (e.g., leadeHower)
»  Works with other children to overcome challenges

Demonstrates positive negotiation skills
» Uses multiple strategies to resolve conflicts (digst uses words and then seeks assistance)
« Attempts to settle disputes through negotiatiordressing rights of self and others, with assistance
» Uses and accepts compromise, with assistance
» Demonstrates beginning understanding of othershiitns and motives

Demonstrates awareness of behavior and its effects
» Describes how own actions makes other feel andvgeha
* Engages in empathetic, caring behavior so otheore positively
» Explains responses to others’ actions and feelings
» Guesses how own and other’s behavior will influeregponses

Participates positively in group activities
» Follows simple participation rules in group acis
Participates cooperatively in large and small gsoagtivities
Willingly joins in the middle of an ongoing grouptavity
Sometimes part of audience, as well as an actistecipant in group activities
Assign roles to other children during group aciist

Demonstrates empathy for others
e Communicates others’ feelings
* Volunteers to assist and comfort peers by usinglzvand actions
» Adjusts plans in consideration of others’ wants aedds, at times

Recognizes, appreciates, and respects similaritiaad differences in people
e Shows concern about fairness within peer group
» Recognizes others’ abilities in certain areas
« Names and accepts differences and similaritiesafepences
» Examines a situation from another’s perspective

Regulates feelings and impulses
» Expresses self in safe and appropriate ways @xgresses anger or sadness without fighting)
»  Shows ability to control destructive impulses, wgthidance
» Seeks peaceful resolution to conflict




lllinois Board of Education Social Emotional Goal 1

Develop self-awareness and self-management skiltsachieve school and life
success.

Learning Standard

Grades K-3

Grades 4-5

Grades 6-8

A. Identify and manage
one’s emotions and
behaviors

1A.1a.Recognize and
accurately label emotions and
how they are linked to
behavior.

1A.2a.Describe a range of
emotions and situations that
cause them.

1A.3a. Analyze factors
that create stress or
motivate successful
performance.

1A.1b. Demonstrate control of
impulsive behavior.

1A.2b. Describe and
demonstrate ways to express
emotions in a socially
acceptable manner.

1A.3b. Apply strategies
to manage stress and t
motivate successful
performance.

B. Recognize personal
qualities and external
supports.

1B.1a.ldentify one’s likes and
dislikes, needs and wants,
strengths and challenges.

1B.2a.Describe personal
skills and interests that one
wants to develop.

1B.3a.Analyze how
personal qualities
influence choices and
successes.

1B.1b.Identify family, peer,
school, and community
strengths.

1B.2b. Explain how family
members, peers, school
personnel, and community
members can support schoo
success and responsible
behavior.

1B.3b. Analyze how
making use of school
and community suppor
and opportunities can
contribute to school and
life success.

C. Demonstrate skills
related to achieving
personal academic
goals.

1C.1a.Describe why school is
important in helping student
achieve personal goals.

1C.2a.Describe the steps in
setting and working toward
goal achievement.

1C.3a.Set a short-term
goal and make a plan fq
achieving it.

1C.1b.Identify goals for
academic success and
classroom behavior.

1C.2b. Monitor progress on
achieving a short term

personal goal.

1C.3b. Analyze why
one achieved or did no
achieve a goal.




Learning Standard

lllinois Board of Education Social Emotional Goal 2
Use social-awareness and interpersonal skills totablish and maintain positive
relationships.

Grades K-3

Grades 4-5

Grades 6-8

A. Recognize the
feelings and
perspectives of others

2A.1a.Recognize that others
may experience situations
differently from oneself.

21A.2a.ldentify verbal,
physical, and situational
clues that indicate how othg
may feel..

3A.3a.Predict others’
feelings and perspectivej
rof others.

2A.1b. Use listening skills to
identify the feelings and
perspectives of others.

2A.2b. Describe the
expressed feelings and
perspectives of others.

3A.3b. Analyze how
one’s behavior may affed
others.

B. Recognize
individual and group
similarities and
differences.

2B.1a.Describe the ways that
people are similar and differen

2B.2a.ldentify differences

t.among and contributions of
various social and cultural
groups.

2B.3a.Explain how
individual, social, and
cultural differences may
increase vulnerability to
bullying and identify
ways to address it.

2B.1b. Describe positive
qualities in others.

2B.2b. Demonstrate how to
work effectively with those
who are different from
oneself.

2B.3b. Analyze the
effects of taking action to
oppose bulling based on
individual and group
differences.

C. Use
communication and
social skills to
interact effectively
with others.

2C.laldentify ways to work
and play well with others.

2C.2a.Describe approacheg
for making and keeping
friends.

2C.3a.Analyze ways to
establish positive
relationships with others,

2C.1b.Demonstrate
appropriate social and
classroom behavior.

2C.2b.Analyze ways to
work effectively in groups.

2C.3b.Demonstrate
cooperation and
teamwork to promote
group effectiveness.

D. Demonstrate an
ability to prevent,
manage, and resolve
interpersonal
conflicts in
constructive ways.

2D.1aldentify problems and
conflicts commonly
experienced by peers.

2D.2a.Describe causes ang
consequences of conflicts.

2D.3a.Evaluate strategieg
for preventing and
resolving interpersonal
problems.

2D.1b. Identify approaches to
resolving conflicts
constructively.

2D.2b. Apply constructive
approaches in resolving

conflicts.

2D.3b. Define unhealthy
peer pressure and evalu{
strategies for resisting it.




Learning Standard

lllinois Board of Education Social Emotional Goal 3
Demonstrate decision-making skills and responsibleehaviors in personal, school,
and community contexts.

Grades K-3

Grades 4-5

Grades 6-8

A. Consider ethical, safety,
and societal factors in
making decisions.

3A.1a. Explain why
unprovoked acts that hurt
others are wrong.

3A.2a.Demonstrate the
ability to respect the rights
of self and others.

3A.3a. Evaluate how honesty,
respect, fairness, and
compassion enable one to tak i
the needs of others into acco
when making decisions..

3A.1b. Identify social norms
and safety considerations th
guide behavior.

3A.2b. Demonstrate
aknowledge of how social

norms affect decision

making and behavior.

3A.3b. Analyze the reasons fo
school and societal rules.

B. Apply decision-making
skills to deal responsibility
with daily academic and
social situations.

3B.1a.ldentify a range of
decisions that students mak
at school.

3B.2a.ldentify and apply
> the steps of systematic
decision making.

3B.3a.Analyze how decision-
making skills improve study
habits and academic
performance.

3B.1b. Make positive choices
when interacting with
classmates.

5 3B.2b. Generate alternative)
solutions and evaluate their
consequences for a range
academic and social
situations.

3B.3b. Evaluate strategies for
resisting pressures to engagefin
pfunsafe or unethical activities.

C. Contribute to the well-
being of one’s school and
community.

3C.1la.ldentify and perform
roles that contribute to one’s
classroom.

3C.2a.ldentify and perform
roles that contribute to the
school community.

3C.3a.Evaluate one’s
participation in efforts to
address an identified school
need.

3C.1b.Identify and perform
roles that contribute to one’s
family.

3C.2b.Identify and perform
roles that contribute to one’
local community.

3C.3b.Evaluate one’s
sparticipation in efforts to
address an identified need in

one’s local community.




APPENDIX B
PROTOCOLS

» Teachers’ Opinions Concerning Students’ Socio-Ematnal
Development
» Teacher Survey
» Classroom Observation Protocol
* Interview of Building Administrators
* Interview of District Staff
* Protocol for Focus Group with Teachers
» Protocol for Focus Group with Parents of Studentsn All-Day
Kindergarten
» Protocol for Focus Group of Parents
* Interview with Key Project Staff



Teachers’ Opinions Concerning Students’ Socio-Eomati Development

Please take a few minutes to complete this suriféye information you provide will help us
better understand and improve the K-3 FoundatioogrBm for all elementary schools in
Washington. This survey, developed by the NortihRegiional Educational Laboratory, is part
of an evaluation required by the Washington Legis&awhich funds the K-3 Foundations
Program. It is very important that you respondltsurvey items. We deeply appreciate your
cooperation and assistance with this importantesurv he survey is confidential and you will
not be identified with your responses.

Please complete and return the survey to the NeghiRegional Educational Laboratory, 101
S.W. Main, Suite 500, Portland, Oregon 97204 byilAf, 2008. A postage-paid, self-addresss
envelope is enclosed for your use. Thank you.

K 1St 2nd 3rd
1. What grades do you teach? (Marke all that apply) O O O o

2. Counting this year, how many years have you beenaehing?
Less than five years O Five years ormore QO

In your opinion, what proportion of your students are able to...

Less Than | Around Around Around All or
10% 25% Half 75% Nearly All

3. Recognize and accurately
label emotions and how @) O @) O @)
they are linked to behavior?

~

4. Demonstrate control of

impulsive behavior? O O O ) )

5. Identify their likes and
dislikes, needs and wants, O O O O O
strengths and challenges?

6. Identify family, peer,
school, and community O O O O O
strengths?

7. Describe why school is
important in helping
students achieve personal
goals?

8. Identify goals for academic
success and classroom @) O O @) O
behavior?

9. Recognize that others may
experience situations @) @) @) @) O
differently from oneself?




In your opinion, what proportion of your students are able to...

Less Than
10%

Around
25%

Around
Half

Around
75%

All or
Nearly All

10.

Identify the feelings and
perspectives of others?

O

@)

@)

@)

11.

Describe the ways that
people are similar and
different?

@)

@)

@)

@)

12.

Describe positive qualities
in others?

13.

Identify ways to work and
play well with others?

14.

Demonstrate appropriate
social and classroom
behavior?

15.

Identify problems and
conflicts commonly
experienced by peers?

16.

Identify approaches to
resolving conflicts
constructively?

7.

Explain why unprovoked
acts that hurt others are
wrong?

18.

Identify social norms that
guide behavior?

19.

Identify a range of decision
that students make at
school?

[2)

20.

Make positive choices whe
interacting with classmates

D D

21,

Identify and perform roles
that contribute to one’s
classroom?

P2,

Identify and perform roles
that contribute to one’s
family?

Please answer the questions on the next page




23. What do you do to develop students’ self-awareneasid self-management skills to
achieve school and life success?

24. What do you do to develop students’ skills in estdishing and maintaining positive
relationships with peers, family, and other peoplén the community?

25. What do you do to develop students’ skills decisiemaking skills and responsible
behaviors in personal, school, and community cont¢s®?

Thank you for completing the survey!



Evaluation of the Washington K-3 Foundations Progran
Teacher Survey
2008

Please take a few minutes to complete this suriféne information you provide will help us
better understand and improve the K-3 FoundatioogrBm for all elementary schools in
Washington. This survey, developed by the NorthWRegjional Educational Laboratory, is part
of an evaluation required by the Washington Legistawhich funds the K-3 Foundations
Program. It is very important that you respondlteurvey items. We deeply appreciate your
cooperation and assistance with this importantesurhe survey is confidential and you will
not be identified with your responses.

Please complete and return the survey to the NeghRegional Educational Laboratory, 101
S.W. Main, Suite 500, Portland, Oregon 97204 byilA&r, 2008. A postage-paid, self-addressgd
envelope is enclosed for your use. Thank you.

K 1St 2nd 3rd
1. | What grades do you teach? (Marke all that apply) O |0 |0 |0

2. Counting this year, how many years have you beenaehing?
Less than five years O Five years ormore QO

| Curriculum. The next section asks about the curriculum and tadme of your instructional practices.

3. How frequently do your students receive instrugobn in...

Subject | |ess More than | Daily or

not than once a almost

taught | weekly Weekly week daily
a. Reading @) @) O] @) 0)
b. Writing
c. Mathematics @) @) O @) 9)
d. Science O O O O O
e. Social Studies @) @) O @) 9)
f. Language other than English @) O O @) @)
g. Arts O O O O O
h. Health @) @) @) O @)
i. Physical Education @) @) O O 0)




4. How often do you assign work that requires studgs to...

Less More than | Daily or
Idonot | than once a almost
assign | weekly Weekly week daily
. Analyze and evaluate a o o
situation or problem? O O O
Complete worksheets? O e} O e} e}
Apply learning to real world
situations? O O O O O
Connect concepts or integrate
new learning with previous O Q) O @) O
knowledge?
Create their own ideas or o o
concepts? O O O
5. How strongly do you agree or disagree with theoflowing statements?
Strongly Strongly | Don't
Disagree | Disagree| Undecided | Agree | Agree |Know
In general, | deliver instruction
that is tailored to each studentis o o o
individual needs, strengths, and O O O
interests.
The curriculum evokes
children’s curiosity, creativity, O ) O @) @) O
& initiative.
The curriculum expands
children’s repertoire of skills. O O O O O O
The curriculum leads children
to recognize their own O @) O @) @) O
competence.
The curriculum fits well with
children’s developmental levels. O O O O O O
The curriculum fits well with
children’s family and cultural O O O O @) O
contexts.
. We have adequate support for
children learning English. O O O O o O
| have resources for children
having difficulty and for those O @) O @) @) O
needing more challenges.
The curriculum helps children
make connections between O @) O Q) @) O
subjects.




6. How frequently do you give your students opportnities for...

More than Daily or
| do not| | ess than once a almost
provide | \eekly | Weekly week daily

a. Personal exploration and

discovery? © O © O ©
b. “Hands-on” learning? ¢ O O e} O
c. Working independently? @) O O @) @)
d. Working in small groups? @) 0) ) @) @)
e. Working in large groups? @) O O @) @)

7. Please describe ways in which you encourage séunds’ personal exploration and discovery?

Assessment.The next section asks about your assessment @sctic

8. How frequently do you individually assess studes (testing each student individually

rather than using a group-administered test) irthe following areas?
~ 1 do not More than | Daily or
individually [| ess than once a almost
assess | weekly | Weekly | week daily
a. Academic knowledge and ski1l @) O O @) @)
b. Sociallemotional development @) @) O @) @)
c. Critical thinking and decision-
making O O © O O
d. Motor skill development @) e O @) @)
e. Personal interests, strengths,
and goals © O © O O




9. Please identify the tools, frequency and procedes you use in assessing students in these
areas.

a. Academic knowledge and skill

b. Social/emotional development

c. Critical thinking and decision-
making

d. Motor skill development

e. Personal interests, strengths, and
goals




Coaching. This section asks about your experience with ltesathis year.

10. How frequently have you worked this year with caches in the following areas?
| have not More than | Daily or
worked with &l | ess than once a almost
coach weekly | Weekly week daily
a. Reading @) 9] @) 0] 9]
b. Math @) @) O @) @)
c. Other (please describe):
@) @) @) @) @)

11. In what ways have you worked with a coach thigear? (Mark e all that apply)

g. Coach suggests specific interventions for strnggtudents

O | a. Interprets assessment results O | b. Coach observes teaching

O | c. Coach models lessons O | d. Coach provides materials or lesson plans
O | e. Coach works with students O | f. Coach suggests instructional strategies

@)

@)

h. Other (please describe):

12. In what ways have you benefited from working wh a coach this year? (Marke all that apply)

O | a. Helped me improve my teaching O | b. Increased my understanding of how children
learn

O | c. Better able to help struggling students O | d. Helped me become more reflective about
my teaching

O | e. Better able to help students at all levels of O | f. Helped me address challenges and

skills opportunities created by smaller class size

O | 9. Coach suggests specific interventions for slinggstudents

O | h. Other (please describe):

13. How satisfied are you overall with the coachingou received this year?

_ Not Somewhat | Moderately Very
| have not worked with a coach | gatisfied satisfied satisfied satisfied

O @) O O O




Class Size Reduction.This section asks about the smaller class size.

14. In what ways have you benefited from smaller aks sizes? (Marke all that apply)

O | a. More time for individual students O | b. Classroom management has improved
O ¢ Get to know students better O | d. Better able to meet the needs of individua
students

O | e. Better able to keep track of individual O | f. Greater flexibility to use different
student progress instructional approaches

O | g More opportunity to go deeper into topics

O | h. Benefited in other ways (Please describe):

15. In what ways have your students benefited froramaller class sizes? (Marle all that

apply)
a. Children are more likely to participate b. Children get to know each other better

actively

c. Children are learning more

d. Children have more opportunity to learn
from each other

e. Children behave better

f. Children stay “on-task” more

g. Children are more likely to get their class
work done

olo| o ©

h Children are more likely to ask for help wh
they need it

i. Children are demonstrating positive attitudesaw learning

olo| olo| of o

J. Benefited in other ways (Please describe):

16. What have been the greatest benefits of the shea class sizes for your teaching?

17. What have been the greatest benefits of the shea class sizes for your students?




Professional Development.The next section asks about your experiences witfegsional

development this year.

18. Please list the professional development (and focus) that you participated in this

year:

19. How satisfied are you overall with the profesenal development you received this year?

| have not participate in Not Somewhat Moderately Very
professional development this year| satisfied satisfied satisfied satisfied
O @ O O O

20. How did professional development help you addss the challenges and opportunities
created by K-3 Demonstration Project?

21. What additional professional development wouldielp you make the most of the K-3

Demonstration Project?




22. What do you see as the greatest accomplishmenfghe K-3 Foundations Program this
year?

Thank you for completing the survey!



K-3 Demonstration Project Evaluation

Classroom Observation Protocol

Date:
Observer:
School:

Grade:
Teacher:

Start Time:
End Time:
Cycle Number:
Children:

Adults:

Content: Language Arts Math Social Studies Science
PE Art Health Music

Rating Summary

Dimension Score
Positive Climate
Negative Climaté
Teacher Sensitivity
Regard for Student Perspectives
Behavior Management
Productivity
Instructional Learning Formats
Concept Development
Quality of Feedback
Language Modeling

" Observed rating for this dimension will be re-scb$o that a higher rating indicates more desirable
outcomes.



Notes:

Positive Climate

Relationships

Low

Middle

High

* Physical proximity
Shared activities
Peer assistance
Matched affect
Social conversation

There are few, if any
indications that the
teacher and students enj
warm, supportive
relationships.

There are some
indications that the
pyeacher and students enj
warm, supportive
relationships.

There are many
indications that the
byeacher and students enj
warm, supportive
relationships.

Py

Positive Affect

Low

Middle

High

* Smiling
e Laughter
» Enthusiasm

There are no or few
displays of positive affect
by the teacher and/or
students.

There are sometimes
displays of positive affect
by the teacher and/or
students.

There are frequent
displays of positive affect
by the teacher and/or
students.

Pos Communication

Low

Middle

High

* Verbal affection
» Physical affection
 Positive expectations

There are rarely positive
communications, verbal
or physical among
teachers and students

There are sometimes
positive communications,
verbal or physical among
teachers and students

There are frequent
positive communications,
verbal or physical among
teachers and students

Respect

Low

Middle

High

Eye contact

Warm, calm voice
Respectful language
Cooperation / sharing

The teacher and students
rarely, if ever,
demonstrate respect for
each other.

The teacher and students
sometimes demonstrate
respect for each other.

frequently demonstrate
respect for each other.

The teacher and students

]




Notes:

Negative Climate

Negative Affect

Low

Middle

High

Irritability

Anger

Harsh voice

Peer aggression
Disconnected or
escalating negativity

The teacher and students
do not display strong
negative affect and only
rarely, if ever, display
mild negativity.

5 The classroom is
characterized by mild
displays of irritability,
anger, or other negative
affect by the teacher
and/or students.

The classroom is
characterized by
consistent irritability,
anger, or other negative
affect by the teacher
and/or students.

Punitive Control

Low

Middle

High

Yelling

Treats

Physical control
Harsh punishment

The teacher does not yel
or make threats to
establish control.

The teacher occasionally
uses expressed negativit
such as threats or yelling
to establish control.

The teacher repeatedly

y yells at students or make
threats to establish
control.

[°2)

Sarcasm / Disrespect

Low

Middle

High

» Sarcastic voice/
statement

» Teasing

e Humiliation

The teacher and students
are not sarcastic or
disrespectful.

5 The teacher occasionally
establishes control
through threats or yelling

The teacher repeatedly
yells at students or make
threats to establish
control.

[72)

Severe Negativity

Low

Middle

High

* Victimization
» Bullying
» Physical punishment

There are no instances o
severe negativity betwee
the teacher and students

f There are no instances o
nsevere negativity betwee
the teacher and students

f There are instances of

nsevere negativity betwee
the teacher and students
or among students.




Teacher Sensitivity
Notes:
Awareness Low Middle High
« Anticipates problems| The teacher consistently | The teacher is sometime$ The teacher is consistent
and plans fails to be aware of aware of students who | aware of students who
appropriately students who need extra| need extra support, need extra support,

* Notices lack of
understanding or

support, assistance, or
attention.

assistance, or attention.

assistance, or attention.

y

difficulties
Responsiveness Low Middle High
« Acknowledges The teacher is The teacher is responsive The teacher is consistent
emotions unresponsive to or sometimes but sometimesresponsive to students arn

* Provides comfort ang
assistance

* Provides
individualized
support

dismissive of students an

provides same level of

assistance to all students

regardless of their needs

dmore dismissive or
unresponsive; support
matches the needs of
some children but not
others.

matches support to their
needs and abilities.

Addresses Problems

Low

Middle

High

 Helps in an effective
and timely manner

* Helps resolve
problems

The teacher is ineffective
at addressing students’
problems and concerns.

effective at addressing
students’ problems and
concerns.

The teacher is sometimes The teacher is consistent|

effective at addressing
students’ problems and
concerns.

Student Comfort

Low

Middle

High

» Seeks support and
guidance

* Freely participates

» Takes risks

The students rarely seek
support from, share their
ideas with, or respond to
questions from the
teacher.

The students sometimes
seek support from, share
their ideas with, or

the teacher.

respond to questions fromtheir ideas with, or

The students appear
comfortable seeking
support from, sharing

responding freely to the

y
nd

y

teacher.




Notes:

Regard for Student Perspectives

Flexibility & Student
Focus

Low

Middle

High

» Shows flexibility

* Incorporate students
ideas

* Follows leads

The teacher is rigid,
inflexible, and controlling

The teacher may follow
the students’ lead during

and rarely goes along withsome periods and be mo

students’ ideas; most
activities are teacher-
driven

controlling during others.

Teacher’s plans are
flexible — T goes along
revith students’ ideas, and
organizes instruction

around students’ interests

Support for Autonomy
& Leadership

Low

Middle

High

» Allows choice

» Allows students to
lead lessons

* Gives students
responsibilities

The teacher does not
support student autonom
and leadership.

The teacher sometimes
yprovides support for
students autonomy and
leadership but at other
times fails to do so.

The teacher provides
consistent support for
student autonomy and
leadership.

Student Expression

Low

Middle

High

» Encourages student
risk

* Elicits ideas /
perspectives

There are few
opportunities for student
talk and expression.

There are periods during
which there is a lot of
student talk and
expression but other time
when teacher talk
predominates.

There are many
opportunities for student
talk and expression.

S

Restrict Movement

Low

Middle

High

* Allows movement
* Is not rigid

The teacher is highly
controlling of students’
movement and placemen
during activities.

The teacher is somewhat
controlling of students’

t movement and placemen
during activities.

Students have freedom g
movement and placemen
tduring activities.

— =—h




Notes:

Behavior Management

Clear Behavior
Expectations

Low

Middle

High

 Clear expectations
« Consistency
« Clarity of rules

Rules and expectations
are absent, unclear, or
inconsistently enforced.

Rules and expectations
may be stated clearly, bu
are inconsistently
enforced.

Rules and expectations f
t behavior are clear and
consistently enforced.

Proactive

Low

Middle

High

 Anticipates problem
behavior

* Low reactivity

* Monitors

The teacher is reactive
and monitoring is absent
or ineffective.

The teacher uses a mix @
proactive and reactive
responses; sometimes
monitors and reacts to
early indicators or
problems but other times
misses or ignores them.

fThe teacher is consistent|
proactive and monitors
the classroom effectively
to prevent problems from
developing.

y

Redirection of

Misbehavior Low Middle High
« Effective reduction of Attempts to redirect Some attempts to redirect Teacher effectively
misbehavior misbehavior are misbehavior are effective, redirects misbehavior by
« Attention to the ineffective; rarely focuses particularly focusing on | focusing on positives and
positive on positives or uses subt|epositives or using subtle | making use of subtle cue

* Uses subtle cues to
redirect
« Efficient redirection

cues. As aresult,
misbehavior continues or
escalates and distracts
from learning.

cues. Misbehavior rarely
continues, escalates, or
distracts from learning.

Behavior management
does not take time away
from learning.

Student Behavior

Low

Middle

High

* Frequent compliance
« Little aggression and
defiance

There are frequent
instances of misbehavior
in the classroom.

There are periodic
episodes of misbehavior
in the classroom.

There are few, if any,
instances of student
misbehavior in the
classroom.




Notes:

Productivity

Maximizing Learning
Time

Low

Middle

High

* Provision of activitieg
Choice when finished
Few disruptions
Effective completion
of managerial tasks
Pacing

Few, if any, activities are
provided for students, an
an excessive amount of
time is spent addressing
disruptions and
completing managerial
tasks.

The teacher provides
dactivities for the students
most of the time, but
some learning time is los
in dealing with
disruptions and the
completion of managerial
tasks.

The teacher provides
activities for the students
and deals efficiently with
disruptions and
managerial tasks.

Routines

Low

Middle

High

¢ Students know what
to do

» Clear instructions

« Little wandering

The classroom routines
are unclear; most studen
do not know what is
expected of them.

There is some evidence
tsclassroom routines that
allow everyone to know
what is expected of them

pfThe classroom resembles
a “well-oiled machine™;

everybody knows what is
expected and what to do,

Transitions Low Middle High
¢ Brief Transitions are too long, | Transitions sometimes | Transitions are quick and
« Explicit follow- too frequent, or take too long or are too | efficient.
through inefficient. frequent and inefficient.
* Learning
opportunities within
Preparation Low Middle High

« Materials ready and
accessible
* Knows lessons

Teacher does not have
materials ready and

Teacher is mostly
prepared, but takes time

prepared for the students. away from instruction for

last-minute preparations.

Teacher is fully prepared
for activities and lessons.




Notes:

Instructional Learning Formats

Effective Facilitation

Low

Middle

High

e Teacher involvement

« Effective questioning

« Expanding children’s
involvement

Teacher does not actively

facilitate activities and
lessons to encourage
students’ interest and
expanded involvement.

At time, teacher actively
facilitates activities and
lessons to encourage
interest and expanded
involvement, but at other
times merely provides
activities.

Teacher actively
facilitates students’
engagement to encourag
participation and
expanded involvement.

Variety of Modalities
and Materials

Low

Middle

High

* Range of auditory,
visual, and movemer

Teacher does not use a
tvariety of modalities or

Teacher uses variety of
materials and modalities

Teacher uses variety of
modalities including

opportunities materials inconsistently. auditory, visual, and
* Interesting and movement and uses a
creative materials variety of materials.
* Hands-on
opportunities
Student Interest Low Middle High

« Active participation
« Listening
» Focused attention

Students do not appear
interested or involved.

Students may be engage
and or interested at times
but at other times their
interest wanes or they arg
not involved.

dStudents are consistently
,interested and involved.

D

Clarity of Learning
Objectives

Low

Middle

High

« Advance organizers

e Summarize

* Reorientation
statements

Teacher makes no attem
to orient and guide
students toward learning
objectives or does so un-
successfully.

piTeacher orients students
to learning objectives
somewhat, or the LO ma
be clear at times and
unclear at other times.

Teacher effectively
focuses students’ attentid
toward learning objective
and the purpose of the

[92)

lesson.




Notes:

Concept D

evelopment

Analysis / Reasoning

Low

Middle

High

* Why and how
guestions

Problem solving
Predict / experiment
Classify / compare

Teacher rarely uses
discussions and activitieg
that encourage analysis
and reasoning.

Teacher occasionally useg
discussions and activitieg
that encourage analysis
and reasoning.

sTeacher often uses

discussions and activitieg
that encourage analysis
and reasoning.

» Evaluate
Creating Low Middle High
* Brainstorming Teacher rarely provides | Teacher sometimes Teacher often provides
* Planning opportunities for students provides opportunities for opportunities for students
« Producing to be creative. students to be creative. | to be creative.
Integration Low Middle High

¢ Connect concepts
* Integrates with
previous knowledge

Concepts and activities
are presented independe
of one another, and
students are not asked tq
apply previous learning.

Teacher sometimes links
ntoncepts and activities to

one another and to

previous learning.

Teacher consistently links
concepts and activities to
one another and to
previous learning.

Connections to the

Real World Low Middle High
» Real-world Teacher does not relate | Teacher makes some Teacher consistently
applications concepts to students’ livesattempts to relate relates concepts to

* Related to students’
lives

outside school.

concepts to students’
lives.

students’ lives.




Quality of Feedback
Notes:
Scaffolding Low Middle High
* Hints Teacher rarely provides | Teacher occasionally The teacher often

* Assistance

scaffolding to students by
rather dismisses respons
or actions as incorrect or
ignores problems in
understanding.

itprovides scaffolding to
estudents but at other time
simply dismisses
responses as incorrect of
ignores problems in

students’ understanding.

scaffolds for students wh
sare having a hard time
understanding a concept
answering a question, or
completing an activity.

Feedback Loops

Low

Middle

High

» Back and forth
exchanges

« Persistence by
teacher

 Follow-up questions

Teacher gives only
perfunctory feedback to
students.

There are occasional
feedback loops — back ar
forth exchanges —
between teacher and
students; at other times
feedback is perfunctory.

Teacher provides frequer
deedback loops.

Prompting Thought
Processes

Low

Middle

High

» Asks students to
explain thinking

* Queries responses
and actions

Teacher rarely queries theTeacher occasionally

students or prompts
students to explain their
thinking and reasons for
responses or actions.

queries the students or
prompts students to
explain their thinking and
reasons for responses or
actions.

students or prompts
students to explain their
thinking and reasons for
responses or actions.

Providing Information

Low

Middle

High

« Expansion
* Clarification
 Specific feedback

Teacher rarely provides
additional information to
expand students’
understanding or actions

Teacher occasionally
provides additional
information to expand
students’ understanding
actions.

Teacher often provides
additional information to
expand students’
prunderstanding or actions

Encouragement and
Affirmation

Low

Middle

High

« Recognition
* Reinforcement
 Student persistence

Teacher rarely offers
encouragement of
students’ efforts that
increases their
involvement and

Teacher occasionally
offers encouragement of
students’ efforts that
increases their
involvement and

persistence.

Teacher often offers
encouragement of
students’ efforts that
increases their
involvement and

persistence.

Teacher often queries the

N

persistence.

—



Notes:

Language Modeling

Frequent
Conversations

Low

Middle

High

* Back and forth

There are few, if any,

There are limited

There are frequent

exchanges conversations in the conversations in the conversations in the
« Contingent classroom. classroom. classroom.
responding
» Peer conversations
Open-Ended Questions Low Middle High

* Questions require
more than a one-
word response

 Students respond

The majority of the
teacher’s questions are
closed-ended.

Teacher asks a mix of
open-ended and closed-
ended questions.

Teacher asks many open
ended questions.

Repetition and
Extension

Low

Middle

High

* Repeats
* Extends / elaborates

Teacher rarely, if ever,
repeats or extends the
students’ responses.

Teacher sometimes
repeats or extends the
students’ responses.

Teacher often repeats or
extends the students’
responses.

Self and Parallel Talk

Low

Middle

High

* Maps own actions
with language

« Maps student actions
with language

Teacher rarely maps owr
actions and students’
actions through language
and description.

Teacher occasionally
maps own actions and
students’ actions through

language and description,.

Teacher consistently maj
own actions and studentg
actions through language
and description.

DS

Advanced Language

Low

Middle

High

« Variety of words
* Connected to familia

words or ideas

Teacher does not use
advanced language with
students.

Teacher sometimes uses
advanced language with
students.

Teacher often uses
advanced language with
students.




10.

11.

12.

K-3 Demonstration Project
Interview of Building Administrators

Describe the planning process for the K-3 Demotistr&rogram. How were priorities
established? What are the implementation goals® il progress assessed and reported?
How are teachers and other staff members involwedea planning and monitoring of the
project?

What have you done to support child-centered legriti the K-3 program?
How does the K-3 program address students’ soothkeanotional development?

What processes are in place for data-based degizding concerning the K-3
Demonstration Project, both within the school dreldistrict?

One of the goals of the Washington K-3 Demonstrafioject was to encourage schools to
advance students to the upper elementary gradesn*aIsolid foundation is in place and
reading and mathematics primary skills have beestenad.” What has your school done to
establish criteria for a “solid foundation” in réag and math? How has your school
addressed the issue of advancing students?

How do staff members demonstrate commitment td&e3eDemonstration Project?

One of the goals of the Washington K-3 Demonstrafiooject was to encourage schools to
provide “rich and varied subject matter that in@sideading, writing, mathematics, science,
social studies, a world language other than Engliharts, and health and physical
education.” What changes, if any, must your schaalke to fully address this goal?

One of the goals of the Washington K-3 Demonstraflooject was “personalized
assessment for each student that addresses acdshewiedge and skill development,
social and emotional skill development, criticahting and decision-making skills, large
and fine motor skill development, and knowledg@erfsonal interests, strengths, and
goals.” Do what degree are teachers conductingppatized assessments in these areas?
Are assessment results in these areas considegeade-level and school-level planning?

The K-3 Demonstration Project provided supportddralf-time instructional coach. How is
the work of the coach or coaches aligned with pgeetic goals of the K-3 Demonstration
Program? What are priority areas for coaching?

How are staff learning improvement days used t@stpghe goals of the K-3
Demonstration program?

What linkages does the school have with early iegrproviders in the community?

The WA K-3 Demonstration Project provided supportgrofessional development
supporting the implementation of the K-3 projekiow specifically was professional
development used to project implementation? Waees for PD identified through an
assessment of needs related to the K-3 project?



K-3 Demonstration Project Evaluation

Interview of District Administrators

. What is the district vision for the K-3 DemonstoatiProject?

. Who has administrative responsibility at the destievel for the K-3 Demonstration
Project?

. Describe the district plan for implementing the KB8monstration Project, including
implementation goals and timelines for accompligitoem. How was the
implementation plan developed?

. What are the district’s priorities for implementatiduring 2007-2008? How were
these priorities established?

. What research was used to develop the districéis fir implementing the K-3
Demonstration Project?

. What is the district evaluation plan for the préfed/NVhat formative evaluation is
conducted (how is the project evaluated in a way pinovides results useful for
making changes if changes are needed)?

. How is progress reported to the Superintendentlaa@oard?

. What problems have arisen at the school level plementing the K-3
Demonstration Project? How were the problems abea?

. Is there a plan for using staff learning improvetreays to support the
implementation of the project?

10.What are the most important accomplishments okK#3eDemonstration Project to

this point?



Protocol for Focus Group With Teachers

Smaller class sizes this year offered teacherdiaddi instructional opportunities and
improved opportunity to observe their studentss ithportant to understand how
teachers feel their students benefited from thdlemaass size.

1. How satisfied are you with the progress your sttglemade this year both
academically and socially and emotionally?

There was a lot more to the K-3 project than realyiciass sizes — namely, resources for
professional development and a half-time coach.weld like to know what teachers
thought about the different parts of the project.

2. What parts of the K-3 project have worked best yier?
3. What challenges arose this year?

4. What changes would you like to see for next year?

We would like to understand what K-3 teachers aarsiheir major accomplishments
this year and how satisfied they are with what thegomplished.

5. What were your own major accomplishments this yedr? you satisfied with
what you accomplished?



Protocol for Focus Group With Parents Of Students
in All-Day Kindergarten

. How has your child benefited from all-day kindetgaf?
. Are you satisfied with what your child is learnimgkindergarten?

. Do you believe that your child has made more pregyne reading and math than
he or she would have made in part-day kindergarten?

. How has your child adapted socially and emotionilgll-day kindergarten?

. Would you recommend all-day kindergarten to ottaepts?



Protocol for Parents of Students in Grade 1-3

. Class sizes were smaller this year. How do yauktliour child benefited from
the smaller class size?

. Are you satisfied with what your child learned tiesar?

. How has your child adapted socially and emotion@llipeing in a smaller class?
Does your child like school? Does your child denhg with classmates?



K-3 Demonstration Project Evaluation
Interview of Key Project Staff
July 2008

. What is your vision for the K-3 Demonstration Poije
(Probe: What is OSPI’s vision for the K-3 Demonttra Project?)

. Is there an OSPI plan for the implementation ofkh& Demonstration Project,
including implementation goals and timelines foc@oplishing them?

. How is OSPI reviewing the progress of the K-3 Dest@tion Project?
. What were OSPI’s priorities for the Project’s implentation during 2007-20087?

. What kinds of guidance did you provide to the distrand schools during this
year?

. What kinds of support have the districts and schoeduested from OSPI?

. What were the major challenges this year at thieicignd school levels for the
implementation of the project?
(Probe: How were they addressed?)

. What are the most important accomplishments okK#3eDemonstration Project
up to this point?

. What are OSPI's plans for the district’'s and scHoohext year?
(Probe: What would you like the districts and sdbdo focus on next year?)






